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(| Divinity of CAST. 


oer 14 — 


HE 8 1 foot is. of no 
ſmall Importance to every Chriſtian; 5 
therefore ought to be tated, in ſuch a clear 

| and eaſy manner, as that every plain Reader 
may be able to underſtand it. They that 
can read only their Mother- Tongue, have a right tg; ib 
aſſiſted io judging of the main, Queſtions relating to Gf 56 
Gs and 1 of Go D. | Neither does it n 
Capacities to forin juſt Notions. in the Caſe. ES 
there are many Arguments usged by. Writers 0 Bn 
af the Controverſy, the Fork of ich can 
fully apparent to ſuch as are not ld in che 
Languages. But I hope it will appear, that there a boy. 
TR ſufficient, beth) in Number aud d Keen to, 


gain 
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gain the ratignal Afent of the Uulearned, to the Truth in 
this Caſez as well as Words enough in our own Lan- 
guage to give them clear eee of it, and of all 


the important Parts of the Doctrine concerning the oy 
tinity. We have no reaſon to doubt, but that an allwiſ 


Ind good Go p has 1 means for the In 
uction of the Vulgar, in the great and * 
Articles" of Chriſtianity; and has afforded them a ſure 
Mark, whereby they may diſtinguiſh Truth from Falſe- 
hood, in all conſiderable Points. kite 
It has been the Complaint of ſome, that tho ſo many + 
learned and excellent Diſcourſes have been publiſh'd of 
late in this Controverſy ; yet ſtill there is wanting a plain 
Introduction for the uſe eſpecially of the Unlearned, 
which ſhould ſhew them how to ſobe the Difficulties re- 
lating to the Unity of GoD, and the Object 4 Worſhip. 
I have here made an Attempt in this kind, with a parti- 
_ cular View to the Engliſh Reader, whoſe Capacity, 1 
hope, I. Have not exceeded. And if I have made the 
Doctrinè of the Holy Scriptures, concerning the Unity 
and Worſhip of Gov, plainer than has been hitherto 
done, I preſume, this Service will not be unacceptable to 
the World. | 3 0 10 5 
As I deſign this Diſcourſe barely for an Introdufion, it 
cannot be expected that I ſhould run into all Parts of the 
Controverſy, or give an Interpretation of every Text that 
relates to it. This has been done already to excellent 
Purpoſe, by Dr. Clarke, Mr. Fackson, and the Author of 
Plain Chriſtianity defended. And when the Reader appre- 
| hends what I have here written, he will be able to read 
thoſe learned and ingenious Authors with more Satisfac- 
4 tion, to whom I refer him. e 
a oY The Parts of the Controverſy, which I have under- 
1 7 1 taken, are theſe four; To prove that Father, Son, and 
4 45 fa 7 Holy Ghoſt are three ꝙSirit:; that the Word Go v fig 


Y nifies ſome Charafter or Relation of Jehovah ; to ſtate and 
4 4 * Bos the true N otion of the Unity, and of the Morſbip of 


4 50 op. And while I explain theſe things, I ſhall con- 
ay fider what Dr. Vaterland has ſaid relating to them in his 
£8 Vindication, &c. Since the Doctor's Book has made ſo 


much Noiſe in the World, and is boaſted of, as unanſwer- 
able, among all ſorts of People, I thought it neceſſiry 
that there ſhould be an Anſwer to the main Parts of it, 


fitted 


51 


Confutation of it for the-Peruſab of _athers. I rei 

to hear that the latter is undertaken by his learned A vers 
ſary, and I have preſumed to attempt the former, hoping 
to do Service, where his larger. Book may not reach. 


Doctor's, yet, they being the moſt material, the reſt 
will not ee who is ſatisſied, that theſe are: 


eateſt Streſs upon them, as appears ee 
— ſo often: Indeed, they are the Sum of what is of 
any, Weight in his Book. * de tb Vit ac 


IL of Three Perſons. e nt. 
+ es „ 


I.:. is proper, in the firſt Place, to conſider the — 
of the Word, Perſans in this Controverſy; and one won 
expect that Dr. Materland would! have given a clear Ac- 
count of the meaning of the Word. I turn'd to hg. 3 50, 
which is the only Paſſage I could find to help me in the; 
Caſe: The Doftor's Words are theſe: I certainly 


| « Pro y, as you Might eafily have perceiy'd. — I ſhall 


only add here, that each divine Perſon is an individual 


« Subſtance, they are all together, in that gen 
one. undivided intelligent Agent.“ The. firſt of the 

Sentences, indeed, ſhews, that the learned Doctor is not; 
a Sabelliay (as many, that applaud his Book, are known 
to be) and that he ſuppoſes the Father, Son, and Holy; 


S ſons, he means. not Attributes on Properties, I would aſk 
him, whether he can mean any thing leſs than three diſ- 
tinct Spirits? I imagine he would ſaꝝ he does. But then 
I would beg him to let us know, what: that is, which ig 
ſuppoſed to be the Medium between a Spirit and an Attri- 
bute of a Spirit. Can what he calls real Perſon⸗ be more 


they be any thing leſs than diſtinct Spirits, without hen 
ing as little different as Attributes? No one can have any 
the leaſt Notion of a Mediums in this, Caſe ; and therefore; 
vehoever talks of it, talks without a Meaning. | I prefumei 
the Doctor has no Idea of a Medium between a Spirit and 
BS | | In an 


fitted for. the uſe of, the leſs Learned, as well as 2 — 


Tho' I have made Remarks on few. Pa ges of che! 


«© mean a real Perſon, an f no Mode, Attribute, ori | 


« intelligent Agent: But as ſubſiſting in one undivided; 


than Attributes, without being diſtinct Spirits? Or an 


q | weak, and inconcluſive... And the Doctor plainly lays.tha 
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/1 
Ghoſt to be three real Perſons. And fince, by real Per- , 
9. 
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be an intelligent Agent, I can't ſee how one undivided 


1 
ah. Attribute of z Spirit's And then, by his owii Rule, he 
himſelf does not believe there is any. For, ſays he; 5. 
zog, where there is 0 Idea, there can be no Ant. 31 101 7 
Ihe latter Part of the Citation is an expreſs Contra- 
diction in Terms. Each Divine Perſon; — he, is an 


individual, intelligent Agent: Et they are all to- 


4 gether — but one undivided intelligent Agent. That: 
is to ſay; Three Agents: are one Agent; or, three Perſons are one 
=») They are throt andl yet but. one in #be ſame Reſbect. 
Indeed the Dodtòr inſerts a Clauſe, which he ſeem d to 
deſign as a Sal vo, and to obviate the Charge of a Contra“ 
diction: © They are all together, in that reſoti, but one un- 
« divided intelligent Agent.” He here appears, at firſt 
fight, to talk of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, in two 
different Refpefts 5 and to ſay, they are three Agents in one 
Reſpett; and but one Agent in another. The one Refpett, Wi 
he ſpeaks of, is, As they ſubſiſt in one undi viiled Subſtance. I afk' ẽ 8 
him, what is the other Reſpect which He. hints at, and in 
which they are three Agents? Muſt” it not be, as they j,Ʒê (| 
not ſubſiſt in one undivided Subſtance: If it differs from the 


other, it muſt be this; and yet I Hardly think the learned 


Doctor will ſuppoſe they do not ſubſiſt in one Subſtance, 
in any reſpect whatſoever. Tis plain: then, that the 
Doctor does not here conſider the Three. Divine Perſons 
in two different Reſpects: And therefore I am ſure my 
Charge is juſt, that he aſſerts them to be three Agents, 


and yet but one Agent in the ſame Reſpect, which all 


» 


the World will own to be a Contradiftion. 
Upon the whole, 1 muſt declare myſelf not ſatisfied. 
in the Doctor's Account of the Perſonality of the Father, 

Son, and Holy Ghoſt: And to ſpeak: freely; I do not 


think that he believes them to be three Perſons, in the. 


oper Senſe of the Word ; or, indeed, in. the Senſe! 
which he himſelf>ſcems to give to it: For, if a Perſon 
intelligent Agent can be more than one Perſon. 

But, to avoid any needleſs Diſputes about the Mea- 
ning of a Word, I ſhall, for the ſuture, rather call them 
three Spirits, than three Perſons, It is generally denied 
by our Adverſaries that they are ſo, tho“ ſome few of 
them have ventur'd to maintain it. With theſe agree 
in this Particular; and ſhall now ſhew what Reaſon we. 
have for it. We hold, i FOR 17% * 


ES 7 


8 That the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are three diſtin Spirits, 
4 truly as three Angels, or three humane Souls are. 


This I prove, in the firſt place, from the Scripture's 4- 
= calling each of them ſeparately, 4 Spirit. The Father is 
called a Spirit, Job» iv. 23, 24. The 8 ſuch 
to worſaip bim. GOD is a Spirit, The Word Go.» 
bere fignifies, not the Trinity, but the Father, as appears 
from the foregoing Verſe, and as the Pretenders to Or- 

thodoxy alſo allow. Our Saviour is ſpeaking only of 
| the Father in this Place, and plainly diſcovers to us, that, 
by, Gov, he means only one Perſon, He does not ſay, 

60 D is a Spirit : and.they that worſhip it, meaning the Di- 

vine Nature; or, They that worſhip them, meaning the 
WP Trinity; but They that worſhip HIM; that is, that one 
3 he named before, even Go p the Father. 
80 that when he ſays, G0 D is 4 Sirit; he means, GOP 
—_ :bfher.js a Siri. i wot nf od han 
The Ford. or Son of Gow is 3;Spirit.: Thus he is 
Ailed,; Heb, ix. 14. Chriſt, who, through the eternal 8 irit, 
offered himſelf, vit bout Sot, to GO D. This eternal Spirit 

1 judge, with many learned Commentators, to be the 

Word himſelf, Or, if any ſhould conteſt this, I pre- 


ſume they will agree in the Senſe of Rom. i. 4. where 
he Apoſtle ſays, that Jeſus Chriſt was declared to he the 
en of G60 D with-Potyer, according to the Spirit of "Holineſs. 
Tbe Meaning of the Apoſtle in this Place is clearly thus, 
Ohriſt was/zbe Son of David, 4 to the Fleſhz! or conſiler d 

| as a Man ; but the Sn of GOD, us to his Spirit, or, con- 
er'd (a1 to what be au before his Incaruation. So that the 


* 


N Son; of Gop is a Spirit, Ei e atrial 

Ineed nat add, that the Third Perſon in the Trinity is 

iir. Every one knows, that he ig continually called 

le, pirit, or the holy, Shirit, the 1 D, &. 

From hence I argue; if the Father is a Spirit, the 
Son a Spirit, and the. Holy Ghoſt a Spirit; then they 

are three Spirits, not one Spirit only. „ Spirit, a Spirit, 

and a Spirit, I take to be three Spirits; even as a Perſon, 

a Perſon, and a Perſon are three, Perſons, And it can 

no more be ſaid, that they are one Spirit, than'that they 
are one Perſon, | TJ gen . 


« 4 


But 


/ 


[8] 
But that the Son of Go p is a diſtin& poi from the 
5 Father, and was ſo before his Incarnation, will appear by 
«* confi idering, that they have two diſtinct Under tandings, 
and Wills, which is an unqueſtionable Evidence of two 
„ Their two diſtinct Wills are mention'd, Jobs vi. 
I came don from Heaven, not to do mine own Will, but 
fag Will of him that ſent me. Here is the Will of, the 
Son, and the Will of the Father who ſent him; and 
_ theſe fo plainly. diſtinguiſh'd, that no one can think em WM 
to be one and the fame Will. Indeed, the one is gt 
oppoſite. to the other, as the Wills of two Men agen —— XZ 
yet they are as really diſtinguiſh'd, as theſe, 8 4 
Slomon, when made King, de uring Darid s Life, h Bac le ſaid 
10 the Peo 77 Lam come among you,” nor ro do mine own Will, 
bin the Will of David: Would not every one have ym ? 
ted, that — proy'd them to have two diſtinct illi, not- 
withſtanding that they did not claſh? And mult ndt 3 
then the like Sayin of the Son prove that the Father 
and he have two diftinet 3 * let it be remem ll 
PP ber'd, that our Lord here f. ike of his Will, as td hs Wl 
| higheſt, or divine Natufe. The humane Nature did nt 
come down from Heaven; and therefore be cannot be 
ſuppoſed to ſpeak of a Wilt that belong'd to his humane 
Nature, diſtin” from what he had as Gov. He that Wl 
_ down from Heaven was the Wo xD; And when Wl 
lain that the Wo n b had a Will Aiſtinkt from the Wl 
Wil of the Father. And, where there are two diftin® & 
«Wills, chere muſt be two diſtin@Spieits, For, I believe, i 
no one will ſoppoſe that there are two Wills in ons | 
ble, e eee ich 519 ein £17) 5 W 
Again, the Futher and the Son have two Aifting Und. 
| Pi any This will evidently' appeat, if Jean prove Bl 
that the Father knew what Ahe Son did not. But tis 
lain, that the Father of Chriſt knew when the Day of wn 
Judgment ſhould come; whereas the Son did not. Th. 
our bleſſed Lord informs us, Matr. x iv. 36. But of tha 
Day, and Hour Inoteth no one, no, not the Angels 4 16 
bat My FATH EA onLY. Here Chriſt that 
his Father only knew that Day. Now bis Fut her i ts firſt 
Perfon of the Trinity; fo that we may fay, the firſt 
"” Perſon of the Trinity only. knew it; and then the ſecond 


3 and third did not. Whence it is sclear, x that the 3 
new 
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[9] 

knew what the Son did not,; and conſequently, that they 
have two diſtinct Underſtandings... + + | 
But where there are'two:diftin& Underſtandings, and 
two diſtinct Wills, there muſt be two diſtinct Spirits. 
Will any one ſay, that there may be two- Underſtan- 
dings or Wills in the ſame Spirit? Can a Spirit have one 
Underſtanding, which ſhall know a thing, and another 
VUnderſtanding, which, at the ſame time, ſhall not know 
it? Can the {ame Spirit. have one. Will that he came to 
do, and another which he came not to de? Surely this 
proves the Fdther and Son: to be two Spirits as much as 
it would that two Angels or humane Souls are ſo, No 


Reaſon can he aſſign'd, why the Argument ſhould be ac- 
counted valid -in one Caſe, ànd not in the other. I con- 


clude then, that the Fatlier is one Spirit, and the Son an- 
other Spirit; and not two Somewhats in the ſame Spirit. 
And te confirm it, let it: be obſerv'd, that the Scrip- . 
ture always ſpeaks of em as ſuch. Thus, whenever the” 
Scripture ſpeaks of two} or of the three divine Perſons 
together, it uſes the ſame Words as we do to denote two 
or three diſtinct Spirits or Beings, The Words We, Us, 
They, Them are us'd, when the Father and Son are ſpoken 
of together, in many Places; Thus, John xiv, 23. if «a 


e, bee cee be will keep my Words, and my Father will fer- 


him 3 and WE will come unto him, and make OUR Abode 


_ wlith"Vim, - John xvii. 21, 22. That they alſo may be one in 


U'S. That they may be one, even as WE are one. Again, 


Sen. i. 26. And GOD ſaid that is, to his Son] Let US 


make Man, in O UR Image, after OUR Likeneſs. Ard 
Jai. vi. 8. Who will go for US? See alls Gen. iii. 22. 
„c „ e e e r ae 
From ſuch. Expreſſions our Adverſaries argue rightly, 
in my Judgment, that, in thoſe Places, more than one 
Perſon is en And I add, I think, 'tis as clear, 
/ords denote more than one ſingle Spirit. I. 
am ſure, in any other Caſe, where Perſons are ſpoken of, 
they would allow us to infer from hence, that they are 
diſtinct Spirits. Why then ſhould not theſe Words be 
thought to ſignify as much alſo in the Caſe before us? 
Why ſhould this be made an Exception from the gene- 


ral Rule? Or, if it muſt, how do they come to know, 


* 
1 


Beings or Spirits, yet this ſame Word applied to the Fa- 
B | =: oo 


we ee 
— 
* . 


that tho* WE, in all other Caſes, ſignifies, at leaſt, two fit 72 
6 9 5 s 


185 
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iff 


136] 
ther and Son fhall not ſignify ſuch a Diſtinction between 
them? I do not remember that the Scripture gives em 


any Hint of this, And all that I can conceive they will 
fay, is, that the three divine Perſons are not ſeparate Be- 


_ ings or Spirits, like three created Perſons. But this is the 


very thing in queſtion, and ſo will not be granted em 
without Proof. And when any one attempts to prove it, 
it will be time enough to think of a Reply. In the 
mean while, I wouldaſk our Adverſaries, why we muſt 


not think the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt to be three 
- diſtin Beings, as well as three created Perſons are ſo ; 


fince the Scripture conſtantly ſpeaks in both Caſes in 
the ſame Manner? 5715 | 


Beſides, there is not one Argument which proves them 
to be diſtin& Perſons, that will not as neceſſarily deter- 


mine that they are three Beings, Let us try one or two. 
That the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are three Perſons, 
Ts evident, in that the Son tcok upon him the humane 
Nature, and ſuffer'd in it, whereas the Father and the 
Holy Ghoſt did not. Now, if the Son ſuffer'd, and the 


Father did not; ſurely they muſt be more than two diſ- 


tint Somewhars in one and the ſame Spirit. If they are 
both one Spirit, it would be a Contradiction to ſay, The 


one ſuffer'd when the other did not, For it would be evi- 
dently the ſame as to ſay, This one Spirit did ſuffer, and 
his one Spirit did not ſuffer, at the ſame time, I beg the 
Reader carefully to conſider this ;, and to try, whether he 


can have any Notion of one angle Spirit's having one 


Diſtinction in it that ſuffers, and another that does not. 


<4 


Remember, at the ſame time, what Dr. Waterland grants, 


that here there is no Idea, there can be no Aſent. And 
then I ſhall not fear, but that you will own, the Doctrine 


of three Perſons in one Spirit is not to be believed. 1 


am ſure, J may as well ſay (tho? 'tis abſurd with a wit- 


neſs) that there are two Diſtinctions in my Soul, one of 


which may really ſuffer, when the other does not. 


There is another Argument to prove the Father, Son, 


and Holy Ghoſt to be three diftin& Perſons, which ful- 
ly confirms my Aſſertion alſo, viz, becauſe the Kripture 
fheaks of em in the ſame manner as we do of three different 
Perſons, The Aroument is certainly unanſwerable. And 
1 may as well add, They are three diſtintt Spirits, becauſe 
the Scripture fpeaks of them in the ſame manner as we 


C4 


> 
E 


1 ] 
are wont to de of three different Spirits, which fut- 
ficiently appears from what I have already ſaid. p 
Onee more, it is well urg'd by our Adverſaries, that the C 

DiſtinRtion of the divine Perſons is evident from hence, | 
That the Father ſends, and the Son and Spirit are ſent. 
And they uſe to confirm it by ſaying, The ſame Perſon 
cannot ſend bimſelf. And may not I as well ſay, the ſame 
Spirit cannot ſend itſelf ; and he that ſends,” mult necet- 
Grily bd a diftmetSpirit from him that is /evr? What 
greater Evidence thi this can we poſſibly have of diſ- 
tinct Spirits? Certaihly one Attribute of a Spirit cannot 
ſend another Attribute of the ſame Spirit, I conclude 
then, thar che Father is one Spirit, the Son another "= 
Spirit, and the Holy Ghoſt a third Spirit. And if the | 
Reader will honeſtly weigh what I have here ſaid to 
confirm it, I ſhall not deſpair of his thinking the fame, | 
nor need he fear being cenſur'd as a Heretic for this. 7 
« fince Dr. Sherlock, Mr. How, At hanaſius, and other Ortho- " 6 . i 
dox Fathers have maintain'd the fame in their Wri- [1 
tings. 1 5 N 1 | 


| % 0 the Word, GOD. 


© The firſt and moſt general Diſtinction of the Senſes 

* of the Word, Go p, ſhould (as Dr. Vaterland rightly 

* obſerves, p. 47.) be into proper and improper.” After 

« which it will be ſoon enough to come to the Diſtinc- 

* — of 1 Subordinate.. 0. 1 * 
Ihe Word is us'd in a proper Senſe, when it is ap- -/? 1 
plied either to the Father or Te Bon. The Son is call 41 > { 


ed Go p, in a_proper Senſe, becauſe he is the expr 

Image of the inviſible GOD. We ſhall ſee preſently, that 

the Word, Go p, when applied to the Father, ſigniie , _ 

{ome Relation, which Jehovah bears to the Creature. 4 \ A 

But Chrit, 75 expreſs Image of GO N, ſtands in the ſun ? To rf > +$ 

Relation to us, and therefore is called Go p, in the ſam AF 

troper Senſe, Vet ſtill, as the Father is Sheri and the rr 
on Subordinate in that Pp (as will afterward aße Lee 

pear) ſo the Father muſt be {hiled, | rhe moſt . G OD, . JJ. a 

or Go v in the higheſt Senſe of the Word ; and Chriſt/ N I 


—— be own'd to be Go in a lower, or ſubordinate 


= 


* ", * , 


[ 12 ]; 


The Word, Gov, I conceive, is a relative Title, even 
when applied to the Father, and implies not what Je- 
ho vah 18 abſolutely in himſelf, but what he is to us, ux. 
our GOD. Let it does not ſuppoſe him to be deſtitute 
of his abſolute Perfections. Thus, the Word Ning, when 
applied to David, does not directly ſignify his Perſonal 
Qualificatians, but his- Relation to the Jews, and his. 
Authority over them; or the Perſon inveſted; with that 
Authority, whatever his other Properties are. Indeed, 
when we call him Ning, we do not ſuppoſe him to be de- 
prived of his Perſonal Endowments; but at: the ſame 
time conſider him as a wiſe, | valiant, and good King. S0 
when we call Jebovab Gon, we do not imagine him to 

be deſtitute of his abſolute and eſſential Perfections; bur 
— of him as an infinitely; wiſe, powerful, and good 

OD, That is, in other Words, we ſuppôſe, that he, 
who is related to us, as our G O D, has abſolute Perfec- 
ONE TREE EV TY AT OTH. 

I ſhall not, at preſent, inquire what particular Relation 

the Word, Gov, ſignifies. I do not determine, that it 
denotes the ſame as Creator, Governor, Adorable, or any 
other, in particular. All that I aſſert, js, that it does 
ſignify ſome Relation, and not the Eſſence of Jehovah. 
And, if I prove this, it will be 'enough for my Pur- 

, N i | 11 ; 4 3 510 77 1 * 


oſe, what ee Hud; Ws N 


the Perſon, that is ſtiled ſo, bears to others, is proved 
by this Obſervation, that in Scripture, theſe relative 
Words, My, Thy, Our, His, &c. are joyn'd ta it. Thus 
it may be properly ſaid, My G0 D, Thy GO D, Our GOD, 
&c. But this could not he, if the Word, Go, did not 
dendte a Relation, which he bears to others. So like- 
wiſe, we may ſay, Te G0 D-of Iſrael, the GO D of Gods, 
gcc. whereas, if the Word, Go p, were a — 8 
Jebo vah or; Jeſus are, ſuch Expreſſions would be as im- 
proper, as, My Jebovah, The Jebovab: of Aſrael. Thus we 
may ſay, The Father of the Faithful; but not, The Abra- 
ham of be Fuithful. dare, 0 
This has been urged by Sir Iſaac Newton, d 
and others; ànd appears convincing. But Dr. Waterland 
ſtarts an Objection againſt this Remark, p. 48, 49. in 
4 theſe Words : I ſhall only obſerve, ſays he, here by 
"PW the way, that the Word Say, Na relative Word, Ka $ 
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wle Name of that, 


U 13 1 


&« it cannot 


« the ſame Reaſon with that, which the Door gives fes 
« the other. For, the Star of q God Rewpban (AH! vin 
« 45.) is a proper Expreſſion; but in the metaphyſical ways | 
be ſaid, the luminous Subſtance of your, God - 
% Remphan. 80 again, Mater is a relative Word; for it is 


proper to ſay, the Water of I/rae(:; But in the metaplqſi- 
= « 75 — cannot be ſaid, the fluid Subſtance of Hach, 


becauſe we may ſay, the 


| F Su rely 


the Expreſſion is improper. By parity of Reaſon, we 
3 © may make relative Words, almoſt as many as we pleaſey? 
IT 'Tis ſurprizing to find a learned Man argue ſo weakly, 
The Fallacy, in my Mind, is exceeding obvious. The 
Doctor ſays, if it proves the Word, Gon, to be relatiut, 
F< | | Gon of Iſrael, then the 

Words Kar and Water muſt be alſo felative; becauſe we 
may ſay, the Star of Remphan, and the Water f Iſrael. 
theſe Expreſſions are far enqugh from being pa- 
rallel, as will appear from what follows. 


Relative Particles, My, Thy, Jour, Our, &c. are nd 


4 


„ , 


in two Caſes: 1. When the Word, te which they are f. 


fe on, My Property, or MY Quality. 


or what I can claim as my own; and 


| Memory of 


| 2 His | 
Inferior, we may 


Father, &c. 
any other than a relative Word. A þrop 


might day, 


Huber. go we cannot ſay, Jaceb' 


| 74 | ; 


2. The other Caſe wherein we: .ufe the Words, My, 
Thy, His, &c. is, when they are join d to a Word that 
ſignifies a Superigr-. As, My King, Vour Captain, N 

Tn this Caſe, I imagine; we can never uſe 


| Join'd, / fignifies.:a Poſſeſſion, Property, or Quality. 
And then the Word, My, for inſtance, rr 
And, in this Caſe, 

the Name of the Thing need not be a relative Word. 
Thus, My Houſe, My Memory are proper Expreſſions, and 
fignify, that the Houſe is my ee Property, 
emor 

Quality or Faculty belonging to me. In theſe Cases alle 
it is very proper to {iy, The Houſe: of Abraham, or the 
Scaliger. For this is no other than, His Memo- 
Mouſe. And ſo likewiſe, when we ſpeak of an 
ol thoſe Worffs, My, Thy, &c. to 
nferior, even tho hit be a proper Nane. 
Thus Abrabam might call his Son, M Iſaac, and hi 


18 a 


er Nanie will not 
ſtand here. agg could not ſay, My Abrabam; tho he: 
David, 
or 


4 


4 


2 Servant, My Eliexer. In ͤ which Caſe; I'think, Iſaac and 4 £ 
Eliaer are confider'd::as Abrabam's Property, or part of 
| what he could claim as his OWB. : 17: 55 pete +; F phone n2evtÞ 
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»” or the Da uid of Jacob; tho' we may ſay, Jacob's King, or 


ehe King of Jacob, In this Caſe, none but perſonal Words 
A de produced as Inſtances, becauſe none but Perſons 


PBFA SC be Superiors, 1 
To apply this to our preſent Purpoſe. Dr. Waterland's f 
& 7 two Inftances belong to Caſe the firſt. The Star of Rem 


fhan, or Rempban's Star, is that Star which belong'd to 
Remp ban, as his Property and Repreſentative. The Water 
of Iſrael, is the Mater which Iſrael claim'd and poſſeſs'd 
as its own peculiar. But, the GO Def Iſrael belongs to 


4 Caſe the ſecond, and muſt ſignify One who 1s related to 
7) frael, as its Superior. If the Word, Gov, was the 


proper or abſolute Name of the. Supreme Being, The 
G'OD of Iſaac would be as improper as The Abraham of 
Iſaac. Hence it is exceeding plain, that the Word, Gov, WM 
exprefles ſome Relation, which Jebevab bears to the 
Creatures, and is not a proper Name, as Abrabam is. And 
it appears alſo, that the learned Doctor's Inſtances are not 
parallel to thoſe under the ſecond Caſe, with which alone 
we have to do here. So that Mill Dr. Clarke's Aſſertion 
4? Before I leave this Head, I ſhall make a Remark on 
what the Doctor ſays concerning the two Senſes of the 
Word, Gor, viz. when taken eſſentially or perſonally, Wl 
His Words, p. 349, are: When we ſay one Perſon is 


«© Gov, we mean that he is a divine Hypoſtaſis, Deitatem 


habens, as the Schools ſpeak :: But when we ſay Go» 
js three Perſons, we underſtand it of the divine Eſſence 
or Subſtance; fo that the Word, G op, is ſometimes 
4 taken eſſentially, and ſometimes perſonally, which makes 
© the Difference.“ This Diſtinction is cunningly 2 
deviſed to obviate ſome Difficulties, which would 


otherwiſe inſuperable. However, there are two very ll 


1. great Defects in it, viz. That the Scripture does not re- 
2. veal it; and that it is not ſufficient to anſwer the End, 
for which it was invented. There are but two Senſes of 
the Wordghere mention'd. Sometimes it is made to fig- 
nify, « Perſon having the Divine Nature: At other times, 
Soy is to denote the Divine Eſſence ef. Let us apply 
this to particular Expreſſions, and ſee what we can make 

of it. The Word, Gov, John i. 1. muſt be underſtood 

zin the firſt Senſe, and will run thus, The WORD was 
with a Perion having the Divine Nature, aud the WO RD 
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| Lo. 
uss a Perſon having the Divine Nature. So far they are 
gate enough. Bur the other Senſe is odd: GOD is three 
Perſons, that is, The Divine Eſſence is three Perſons. For 
ſo the Doctor explaiuis the Word, GoDp. Certainly the 
Doctor will not defend this Propoſition ; ſince he every 
W where diſtinguiſhes between the Eflence, and the Perſons. 
But let us apply this latter Definition of Go.» to a Text 
of Scripture. To Us there is but one GOD, the Father, 
XS according to the Doctor, will run thus, To Us there it 
= Lt one Divine Eſſence, the Father 5 which I ſuppoſe no 
Orthodox Man will aſſert. It cannot therefore be here 
W taken in the latter Senſe. And yet, if I am not mif- 
taken, the Doctor would be loth, it ſhould be taken in 
the other. For, if the Word, Gov, be here taken per- 
I orally, to ſignify « 4 ꝗ that has the Deity or Divine Na- 
ture, St. Paul will teach us, that to Us there is but one Per 
= on that has the Divine Nature, the Father: Which would 
ZW quite overturn the Doctor's whole Scheme. It remains 
then, that the Doctor muſt find out a third Senſe of the 
Word, Gov, if he would ſucceſsfully defend his 
'Canle.... 1 BIN 7 5 
The Truth is, the Word, Go p, is never to be taken 
| otherwiſe than perſonally in the Scriptures. The D 
* Au the contrary, but does not attempt to prove it. 
And the only Reaſon which can be urg'd, in my Judg- 
ment, is, that otherwiſe the receiv'd Doctrine cannot be 
maintain'd, Whereas we have his own Confeſſion that 
tis ſometimes us'd perſonally; and then, he ought to 
grant, tis taken ſo always, unleſs he can give a Reaſon 
to the contrary. But beſides this, we are confirm'd in 
our Notion, or rather led into it, that it is always uſed per- 
WW /onally, becauſe we find, the Scripture every where re- 
preſents Go p as a Perſon, or as ene Perſon. Our Ad- 
= verfaries own, and indeed contend earneſtly, that the 
Words, e, They, Us, Them, &c. denote more Perſons 
than one. As when it is ſaid, Let US make Man: WE 
ill come to him, and malę OUR Abode with bim, &c. If © 
this be fo, as I never queſtion'd it, muſt not then the © 
Words, I, Me, Thon, Thee, He, Him, His, &c, denote one 
fingle Perſon ? Apply this to the preſent Caſe. Go v 
ſays not, Beſides US, there is u GO ; but beſides ME. 
He ſays, Thou ſhalt have uo other Gods, before ME, not, be- 
fore US, Whereas, if our Adycrſaries Notion were true, 
| N : | » b 4M it 


161 


t would have been thus expreſs'd. Rut as it is expreſs'd 
in Scripture, it directly overturns their Opinion There 
is % GOD beſides ME the Father, is intelligibſe: But 
There is no G OD beſides ME, Father, Son, and Holy-Gboft, 
does not appear fo conſiſtent.” 'See this Matter excellent- IM 
ly and largely conſider'd, in the Modeſt Plea, p. 131 —＋ WM 
x38; whither'Þ refer the Reader, |, -/ 1 


II. Of te Unity Gb. 
| . Of the Unity of GOD. Gr 
451 5 ie e le 


The Doctrine of the Unity of Go p has afforded the 
moſt plauſible Objections againſt Dr. Clarke's Doctrine of 
the Trinity. This puzzles the common People: moſt. Wi 
Wherefore, 1-ſhall, for their Service, ſet it in the clear- 
eſt Light I can. Dr. Clarke, and his Defenders, hive 
Hinted at a Solution of em; but, I conceive, this Mat. 
ter may be made plainer to the unlearned. Part of the 
World, than they have condeſcended to make it. 
That I may not be cenſur'd as concealing Sten 
it in te | 


"There is but one Gop, and pet two diſtin&t Perſons are 


bach called” God. How ſhall we clear this from the Wl 
b D, ene, "= 
1 I am ſatisfied, the beſt Method that we can take, ''n 
ql eder to ſolve the Difficulty, is 't6 conſider how th Wi 
2 
2 like kindz and then to ſolve this in the ſame manner. 
And, if we find that all others are clear'd in one and the 
Difficulty before us muſt be manag'd the ſame way 


"Charge" of a'Contradidtion 2? 
'Scripturt directs us to ſolve other Difficulties" of the 
28,30, — a 
e 7 , fame manner, we may be the more confident, that the 
2 et 
. hall hy before the Reader ſorne parallel instances 


then apply my Remarks to the Obje&iou before us: 5 


71 
1. The firſt Difficulty of the like ſort relates to the y 
Title of Savior." And; that it may appear to be parallel PE 
to the other, I ſhall Rate it in the ſame manner as I did . 4, 8 7 | 
that. There is but ne Savio; Gos is a Savior z Oth- 4 55, 5 
= . *7/alfo is i rr. 01424 5 
The firſt Propofition is the Prophet's, Iſaiab xliii. 11. | 
= Beſide me there is nd Savior : Exactly parallel to Chap. xliv. | 
6. Beſide me thereis no GOD. That GoD is a Savior, 
is aflerted in the ſame Words. And yet others are call'd 
= £4viorsatſo, Thus, Nehem. ix. 29. Thou [Jehovah] gaveſt 
them Saviors, who ſaved them out of the Hand of their Ene- 
mies. Nay, a ſingle Man is call 'd a Savior, Judges iii. 9g 
15. The Lord raiſtd m Deliverer [in Hebrew a Savzox, as is 
noted in the Margin] to the Children of ' Iſrael; who deliver d 
= them, even Othniel. Ver. 15. The Lord raiſed them up a 
= Deliverer for Savior] Ebd. Now; if there be no Sa- 
vior befides Go p, how is Orhniel a Savior? Surely no 
one would hence infer, that Go p and Orbniel are one Sa. 
vor. But all Mankind will agree, that Go p is the Su- | | 
preme · Savior, and Othniel his Inftrument in the Deli- | E 
verance. And thoſe Words, Beſide me there is no Savier; 45 . 

7 


U 


| muſt be underſtood to exclude only all co-ordingte, oringe- 
| pendent Saviors ; and cannot be ſuppoſed to exclude ſub- 
ordinate Saviors, whom the chief Savior ſhall employ as 
= Inſtruments to bring about the Deliverance. Tis evident 
that theſe are not excluded, fince the Scripture e y 
| mentions ſuch. And the Texts, in which theſe ſubor- 
dinate Saviors are mention'd, give us a ſufficient Hint 
How to get over the Difficulty. The Lord gavgzem Sa- 
viors, and raiſed 2 Saviors z which ſhews A Hero his 
Deputies, | Ta 220885 
II. Another way of expreſſing the Unity of Go p is 
by ſaying, Then art GOD alone. Pſal. Ixxxvi. 10. aiah 
WF 2xxv11. 16. or, The ovly GOD. Jobn xvil. 3. Jude 25. 
Alter the ſame manner G 0Þ is tiled; The only Pltentare: 
,in. vi. 15. Yet other Potentates are mention'd, Luke i. 
= = He bath put down the Mighty, or as *tis in the Greek, 
the Potentates ; For the fame Word is uſed in both Places 
in the Greek, tho“ our Tranſlators render'd it by two 
Engliſh Words. And, by the way, I beg once for all, 
that if the Reader will not take my Word for ſuch Ob- 
ſervations, he would aſk any learkog Man: of his Acquain- 


—_ 
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tance, 


1181 
tance, from whom he will receive Satisfaction. And 
when an Adverſary agrees with me in ſuch a Matter of 
Fall, an unlearned Reader may be fully. ſatisfied of the 
Truth of it. For nothing but the plain Truth can be 
Juppo ed to bring us to an Agreement. But to return; 
Pheſides this, the Eunuch mention'd AH. viii. is call'd a 
Pot ent ate, V. 27. Man of Ethiopia, An Eunuc h of greas. 
Authority under Candace. In the Greek it runs thus, ain 
Bunuch a Potentate under Candace. For tis the very ſame 
Word as is uſed, where Gop is call'd, The Potentate. 
. The Difficulty here is this. Go is th only Po- 
tentate: The Etbiopian is a Potentate. 12 how can 
he be.a Potentate, when Cp is ovly Potentate ? 
Certainly- no one will ſay, that the ©byious Concluſion. 
from theſe Premiſes is, that they are both ove Poten- 
rate, But every one will grant, that when Go p is 


4 4 ſtiled the only Potentate, it excludes all ode Ponce; 
7 77 20. or equal. Potentates only, not ſuch as are ſubordinate to, 
ih Ai hifi; and. have derived their Power from him. And 
the two Propoktions muſt be granted to mean thus 
much, GOD is the only ſupreme Potentate ; the Ethiopian 
is 2 ſubordinate Potentate : or, Go p only is a Potentate 

in the higheſt Senſe of the Word; but, in a lower Senſe, 
Others may be call'd Petentates. And the Apoſtle ſeems, 
in this very Place, to hint at this Solution, when he ſays, 
 Fhbe bleſſed and only Potentate, the King of Kings, and Ear. 
r 2 


Lich For he that is King and Lord higheſt 

Dene, is Potentate alſo in the higheſt Senſe. 
HI. The Lord alone did lead Iſrael, Deut. xxx11. 12. yet 
2 will grant that Moſes led them. To recon- 

eile theſe Expreſſions, we muſt ſay, not that Gop and 
Moſes, were ene Leader; but that GOD was their chief 
Leader, and Moſes a ſubordinate Leader. And thus the 
Scripture reconciles it, Pſal. lxxvii. 20. Thou leddeſt thy 
800 like a Flack, by the Hand of Moſes and Aaron. 

IV. St. Jude, 2 GT), wr only Maſter or Lord: 
Denying the only Lord [or Maſter] GOD, Men are 
Maſters or Lords, 1 Tim. vi. 1. Let as many Servants, as. 
are under the Yahe, count their own Maſters woreby-—, But is 
it an obvious Concluſion from hence, that Gov and an 
earthly Maſter are ene Maſter? On the other hand, will 
not every one agree, that, when Gow is call'd, the an 
Mafier, the meaning is, GO 2 is ſo in the higheſt ſe : - 


Nord? It ſhews, that there is no Maſter nde een of, | 
and Loordingts with. him. - Yet there may be and are, 
notWithitanding, many Maſters in a lower Senſe of the 
Word, that is, many ſubordinate, or inferior Maſters, 

V. Again, Gov only is holy, Rev. xv. 4. Thos 4 

art holy: And yet a Biſhop may be holy. Titus i. 7, 8. 

A Biſbop muſt be blameleſs — juſt, holy, temperate. Will 

any one hence infer, that GOD and a Biſhop are one 
and the ſame holy Being? Surely we can fave this fem 
the Charge of 4 Contradiction another way, viz. by ſay  _ 
ing, that Go alone is holy in the highelt Senſe of the 2 4 
Werd, having an underived Holineſs : And that a Biſhop /"C 
is holy in a ſauer Bene, havin only an inferidt and 
rived Holineſs. Thus all Mankind would reconcile this 

"ſeeming Contradiction. And thus Samael's Mother di- 

rects us to underſtand that Phtaſe, GOD vnly is holy, When 5 
ſhe ſays, T Cum. ii. 2. There is none boly as the Lord, Tho 0 
a Biſhop be holy, 2 he is not holy in the Tame Benſe 4 
= _ is; and therefore it may be ill truly laid, GO D 

I. Aother-Teming Difficulty or Cont᷑radiction ot 
the like fort is this, GOD only bach Immortality.” x Tim, 

Vi. 16, And yet the Bodies of the Saints ſhall have Ini- A 

Mortality, 1 Cr. xv. 53. T his Mortal maſt put on Imninortall- 
ty. How ſhall we reconcile this, but by ſaying, Go» 
alone hath Immortality in the higheſt Senſe of the Word, 

that is, ar angered. Immortality * Whereas the Immor- £-© 

_ of the Bodies of the Saints is derived, and the Gift 

n an e 
VII. There is another way of expreſſing the Unity of 

Gov, a little different from the former; Ar 21. 

There is no GOD elſe beſide me. But Chriſt is Gov, 

Therefore (ſay, our Adverſaries) Chriſt is that ſame 

Go p. But let us fee how they would argue in àa pa- 

__. ralle] Caſe. Our Savior fays, Mart. xix. 17. There it 
none good but one, that is, GOD, And yet, in the fame 
＋ we read of a good May. xii. 35, A good Man, our 
of the good Treaſure of the Heart, &c. And Act. xi, 24. 
Barnabas is call d ſo. Would any one hence conclude, 

that Go v and Barnabas are one and the ſame good Being ? 

Tis plain this Inference is not juſt. The only way of 

teconciling theſe Expreſſions, is to ſay, there is none 

_ good in the higheſt _"—_ but Gov, fince he alone 95 

GC 2 


oOrigi- 
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[20] 
7 2 ivally: and of -himſelf, a good ; whereas Barnabas wag 
0 in A othe® in a lower Senſe, as he is good by the 


1 55 Gift and Grace of % oe TINS... 

1 1 | rom all Theſe Inſtances, it is very evident, that the 

[ f 8, 24> Word ovly excludes no other than NS or Equals, 
| / : not ſuch as are ſubordinate, They Mew us, that when 


there is a higher and a lower Senſe of a Word, the Term 
Only exclydes none but ſuch as might be call'd Saviors, Pg. 
tentates, Leaders, Maſters, Holy, Immortal, Good, in the 271 5 
Senſe, but not thoſe, that may be call'd ſo in a lower Senſe. 
And, I am certain,. that no Inſtance can be produced out 
of the Bible to the contrary; having conſulted every 
| Place, by the help of a Hebrew and Ge Concordance, 
wherein ſuch Expreſſions are uſed. 58 
I proceed to confider another Phraſe, which is uſed to“ 
”* expreſs the Unity of Gop, and that is, One G0 D, 
io Thus St. Paul expreſſes it, x Tim. ii. 5. There is one GOD, 
/ And James ii. 19. Thon belie vzſt that there is one Go p, 
| thou doſt well, From hence our Adverſaries raiſe :this 
Argument, There is oneGoD; the Father is Gop; the 
* Son is Go p; therefore they two are one. G o D. Now 
NE: that the Reader may ſee what ſtreſs is to be laid on ſuch 
SF © 


i# a way of reaſoning, I ſhall lay before him ſeveral like 
/ . Premiſes, and obſerve what Concluſion Men draw from 
5 em. 3 ec 


0 VIII. It is faid, Matt. xxiii. 9. One is your Father, 
which is in Heaven, And yet we 2 to honour a 
Man as our Father, Epheſ. vi. 2. Will any one hence 
conclude, that Go and an earthly Father are one Fa- 
ther? Surely the Truth is, that Gop is our one and 
only Father, in the principal and higheſt Senſe of the 
Word; and yet we may alſo have a Man for a Father in a 
CG Te 
IX. Gov is one Lord, Mark xii, 29. Abraham is a Lord, 

1 Pet. iii. 6. And yet no one would draw this Concluſion, 
 Gop and Abraham are one Lord; but would rather fay, 
Gow is the one Lord in the higheſt Senſe of the Word, 


and Abraham is a Lord in a lower and ſubordinate Senſe. 


And we are led to this way of reconciling this ſeeming 

' 4 2 Contradiction by what St. Paul ſays, 1 Tim. vi. 15. where 

8 he calls Go p, Id. e 
1 ; X. In the Chriſtian 


. | urch there is One Shepherd, hay 
7. Chriſ- John x. 16. There ſball be oue Fold, and ene W . 


— 


KEI 


Tet many are call'd Shepberds, or Paſtors,” Epbeſ. ir. 11. 
And ſome Paſtors [or Shepherds] and Teachers, To re- 
concile this, we do not ſay,” that Chriſt and Miniſters 
are one Shepherd, but that Chriſt is the one, or only Shep- 
herd, in the higheſt Senſe of the Word; and Miniſters 
are Shepherds under him: Or, Chriſt is the great, or 
— Shepherd, as he is call'd, Heb. xiii. 20. Ochers are 
18 


ficulties, and to reconcile theſe ſeeming Contradictions. 
And, if there are any others of the like fort, they muſt 
be manag'd thus alſo. I know not one, that any Body 
would reconcile in the ſame way, as ſome do that, where- 
in the Father is {aid to be the one, or only Go p, and — 
the Son alſo to be Gov. I aſk then, if all parallel. /. 
Difficulties are univerſally ſoly'd by ipppoling there are / 
two Senſes of the Word, a higher and a lower, wh | 
- | ſhould not this be ſolv'd in the ſame manner? Wh 
ſhould we ſay that the obvious Conclufion from theſe 
Premiſes 1s this, T be Father and Son are oye .GO D, any 
more than that the obvious Concluſions from the other 
Premiſes of the like ſort, are, that Goo and Otbnizl are 
one Savior,. that GO p and the Ethiopian Eunuch are one 
PHotentate, that Gov and Abrabam are one Father, or one 
Lord, that Chriſt and a Miniſter are one Paſtor, &c? Why 
ſhould this Matter be explain'd in a different way from 
all the reſt? Why ſhould this be excepted from the ge- 
neral Method of reconciling all ſeeming Contradictions 
of this kind? Upon the whole, I hope, the Reader will 
ſee it reaſonable, with me, to take the ſame Method 
one Inſtance of drawing ſuch a Conclufion as Dr. Water- * 
land does, from ſuch Premiſes, L ſhould think, no one 
would imagine, that That is the proper Concluſion. 


n this manner does every one agree to ſolve theſe Dif- A NU. 


36 


in all theſe Caſes. And, ſince the Scripture never gives 4 + i 
8 * 3 


Tis not the way of reaſoning, which the Seripture, but 


which the School - men have taught. The Premiſes _ 


Are, ; ; F | | FS x . 

' There is but one GOD; The Father is GOD; Chriſt 
ATA... l e pp 

Dr. Waterland, without being able to produce one Inſtance, _ 
from Scripture, of drawing ſuch.an.Inference, in any pa- /) | 
rallel Caſe, makes this Concluſion, viz. The Father and ½ 24 
the Son are one Gov. My Concluſion from the ſame/ - 

= A Premiſes 


4 


* 

I | 
1 
, 


* 


0 


| [ 22 ] | 
Premiſes is, that the Father is Gov in the higheſt Senſe 
44 of the Word, and the Son is Go p in a /ower and ſubordi- 


NV nate Senſe ; being, as the Nicene Creed expreſſes it, gad. 
1 B. And I have juſtified my concluding in this 
| [31 manner, from hence, that all the World makes the like 
1 Concluſion in all other like Caſes. And I beg the 
| Reader to take Notice, that the Inſtances, which Thave 
oduced, are full to the purpoſe, and are anſwerable to 

e ſtrongeſt Expreſſions in the preſent Objection. 

, But before I leave this Head, I muſt obſerve, that 
there is one thing more in which theſe Inſtances are pa- 
rallel to the Difficulty before us; and that is, that the 
Father is every where ſaid to be the one Go p, or the 
only Go dp, even as (in my Inſtances) Go is call'd the 


only Savior, the only Potentate, the one Father, the one 

75 Tord, only boly, only good, only immortal, at the ſame 
time, that others have theſe Titles given to them. So, 

if we look into the Scripture, we find, that the one 


1 8 * NN 7 3 5 L.A two +—— x 
a:  T&e e p. 15.] and is ſaid to be the Father, not Fa- 
ad ther and Son together. Thus, To us there is but one GOD, 

the Father, G OD, even the Father, &c. „ 2) 
Put all theſe Conſiderations together, and, I think, it 
amounts to a Demonſtration, that the Do#or's Concluſion 
is not the true Inference from the Premiſes, but that 
ours is, viz. That the Father is the me Gov, and 
that the Son is fo Gov, as that he has a Gov aboye Wl 


2, _ The Difficulty relating to the Unity of Goo», when 


| Fol it is ſaid, There is but ove GOD, has been confider'd, 
/ F 2 5 er " ſtill another way of expreſſing this Difficul- 

- and that is, of 
* T be Father is GOD ; and the Son is GOD. Waterl, 


331. 1 + 44. 298 
JN To ſolve this, which appears to affert two Gods, Dr, 
Materland ſays, That they are both oneG O D; and that this 

is the obvious Concluſion to be drawn from theſe Premiſes. |, 
on the contrary, think, that theſe two Propofitions can 
and muſt be reconciled another way, even by ſaying, 
that the Father is the ſupreme Goo; and the Son is 

| Gov in a ſubordinate Senſe of the Word, See the fol- 
lowing Inſtances of the like Difficulties, ey: 
e ated HE hmeuſtres. xl. Gos 


= * bs 4 
1 1 . — wee”... 
— -.- > 


1 
XI. Gor was King of Judah; Hezekiab was King of 
Judah. The former Hlozedten is expreſs'd, 724 
xliii. 1 5. The Creator of Iſrael, your King, That Hezekiab 
Was at that time King of Judab will not be denied. Yer 
ſee Iſai. xxxix. and xxxviii. 9. But would any one hence 
conclude, that Goo and Hezekiab were one King ? Will 
not all own that another method muſt be taken to re» 
concile theſe ſeemingly contrary kalen even by a. 
that Gop was King in the hi beſt Senſe, and Hezekiab fi | 


ordinatrato him? And tho? the Scripture does not, as fan M f; — 
X11 


as I remember, expreſly mention this Diſtinction of the . 
Word Kim, into $ 


and Subordinate ; yet, every ane 


will agree, that common Senſe teaches us to make it. 6 | 


XII. Gov ſaved Tfrael. Gideon ſaved Iſrael, Thus we 
read, Jude. vi. 14. Thou { Gideon] ſbalt ſave Iſrael. The 
Scripture does not ſolve this, by ſaying, Go p and Gideon 
are one Savior z but Gop will ſave by Gideon, v. 36, 37% 


Thou [GOD] wilt ſave Iſrael by —— Hand, That is, 
Gov ſaved them, not immediately, but by Gideon, his 


' Inftrument and Deputy. 8 
III. Pharaoh was Fer of Egypt; Joſeph was, at the . 


ſame time, Ruler of Egypt, as the P/almiſt ſays, Pſal. cv. | 
20, 21, The King Tbakeeh ſent and looſed bi [ Joſeph} 
even the Ruler of the People, and let him go free. He ynade 
bim Lord of bis Houſe, aud Ruler of all bis Subſtance. . Yet 
who ever call'd Pharaob and Joſeph, one Ruler ? Should we 
not rather ſay, that Pharaob was chief Ruler, and Joſepb 
ſubordinate to him? Nay, the very Words of the Text 
direct us to this Solution; He made bim Lord and Ruler. 
Joſeph is ſaid, Gen. xlv. 8, 26, to be Ruler over all the Land 

| of Egypt. And we have a full Account and Solution of 
this Matter, Gen. xli. 39, 40. And Pharaoh ſaid uns 
Joleph—— Thou ſhalt be over my Houſe, and according unte 
thy Word ſvall all my People be ruled; only in the Throne wi 
Lee greater than Thou, Theſe | ords plainly 
that Pharao ed, Ruler, in a higher Senſe of the? 


18 
Word, and 2 7 in a lower or ſuboodinate Seats: 4m = 


treat the Reader to take particular Notice of this In- 
Nance, and to remember, that Pharaob and Joſeph. were 


- 


a 


1 * 


both of the ſame humane Nature, and equal, as Men; and 


that A L. L the Subjects of Pharaoh were the Subjects of 
Joſeph 5 According to thy Ward ſhall A E L my People be ruled. 
And yet they were not two independent Rulers, nor one 


Ruler; 
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Ruler; but Pharavh was the one and only Ruler, and 
* hi | 3 | 

IV. 
Ruler, Gen. xlv. d. It was not you that ſent me hither, but 
GOD ; and HE hath made me 4 Father to Pharaoh 
aud a Ruler throughout all the Land of Egypt. And yet in 


the forecited vt P/alm, tis ſaid, Pharaoh made him Ruler "iD 


— = Go v and r were one Maker ; but God 
had the chief Hand in it, and Pharaoh was his Inſtru- 
ment. f | 25 J | N 
. Jehovah ſent the Spies into Cauaan, Deut. ix. 23. 
Moſes {ent them, Numb. xlii. 17 ſhall we hence infer, 


that Jehovah and Moſes are one Being? No one, without 


inquiring any farther; will {tick to ſay that Go p ſent 
em by Moſes: This is the obvious Concluſion. And ac- 
cordingly thus does the Scripture ſolve the Difficulty, 
Namb. xiii. 3. Moſes by the Commandment of the Lord ſent 
them, Gor was the principal Sender, and Moſes his 
A XVI. Cbriſt is the 
And yet 81 are not one Apoſtle. But Chriſt is the 
chief Apoſtle; and there is no other Apoſtle beſides 
im, in that high Senſe 
is a ſubordinate Apoſtle. e 
XVII. Jeſus baptized Diſciples, Job# iv. 1. His Diſ- 
ciples baptized the very fame Perſons, v. 2. To recon- 
eile theſe ſeeming Contradictions, we muſt ſay, that 
Jeſus was the chief. Miniſter of Baptiſm, and the Diſ- 
ciples were his ELL 5 or; that .Chriſt baptized, 
—them; that is, t ey baptized by Virtue of a Commiſſion 
rom him. And ttis clear, that this is the meaning of the 
lace 3 fince it is ſaid, Jeſus — baptized — tho? Jeſus him- 
ſelf baptized not, but bis Diſciples, That is, Jeſus did not 
iminediately baptize with his own Hands, but he did 1t 
by the Miniſtry of his Apoſtles. . OO © 
N his ſhews that what Dr. Vaterland calls the 6bviou 
Concluſton, is wholly unwarranted by all other parallel 
Inſtances. And theſe give one ſufficient Reaſon to think, 
that we ought not to draw a like Concluſion from like 
1 even when the Father and Son are ſpoken 
of. 2; # 
| But this is not all (tho' | think it would be enough, 
if there were no more:) For the Scripture always draws 
| our 


— 


s Deputy.” | | 1 
OD made Joſeph Ruler: Pharaoh made him 


Apoſtle, Heb, iii. 1. Paul is an Apoſtles 


in which he is exſted ſo ; Paul . 
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as 
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I | 
out Conctufion, not his; from ſuch Premiſes in which 
the Father and Son are ſpoken of expreſly. I will m__ 
ly put the Controverſy upon this Iflue. Tf our Lord 
and his Apoſtles infer'd Dr. Vaterland's Concluſion from 


Dr. Waterland's Premiſes, I will readily own, that his 7 | 


— 


Concluſion is juſt, But, if it ſhall be made to appear, 7 - 


that Chriſt and his Apoſtles always, when they drew any *, 4 
Conſequence at all, drew the ſame as I do from thoſe (x D 
Premiſes; then I would hope, that the Doctor and his 4 2 4 


Friends will argue in the ſame manner. * I am ſure, 
Chriſt and the Tofpird Writers of the New Teſta- * 3 


ment better underſtood how to draw Conſequences 
from divine Revelations, than we do. To their Judg- 
ment every Chriſtian ought to ſubmit, and their Example 
we may ſafely follow. Whereas, if we, by our ſhallow © 
Reaſon, draw a Conſequence, in Matters of Revelation; 
which they never drew; we are not out of danger ot.. 
being "deceived. Let us ſee then, how they argued. 
from Chriſt's having the ſame Titles and Works aſcrib' 
to him, as are alſo aſcrib'd to the Father. And, I am 
ſure, they never hence infer'd, that the Father and Son 
are one GoD; but always, that Chriſt is ſubordinate to 
the Father in thoſe Titles and Works. 

I. The Father is our Savior, Titus iii. 4. The Kindneſs 
and Love of GOD, our Savior, Jeſus Chriſt is our Sx- 
vior, v. 6. Thro' Jeſus —_ our Savior, Does the Apoſtle. 
infer from hence, That Go Þ and Chriſt are one Savior? + | 
No, he reconciles the ſeeming Contradiction, by ſaying, 5 if 
that Go is our Savior, thro' Chriſt our Savior. And he | 

| 1 lays, chat God our Savior — Saves us by the re- 
newing of the Holy Ghoſt, whom he [bed on us abundantly, thro* 
Jeſus Chriſt our Savior, The Father faves us, not TE: 
diately by himſelf, but by the Mediation of Chriſt, 


whom he ſent to be dur immediate Savior. So that © | 
God is call d our Savior, in the higheſt Senſe of the Pa z 22 ; 
nen 


Word; as it 1 one, who originally contrived and 
appointed the Means and Method of our Salvation. And / 
Chriſt is called our Savior in a lower Senſe; as he is the 2 
Perſon appointed and ſent by the Father immediately to 
do the Work. RO A 

II. The Father is Lord, Matt. xi. 25. I than thee, O 
Father, Lord of Heaven and Earth. Chriſt is Lord, A. 
vii. 59. Lord Jeſus reteive W 2 But does the Scriv- 

e tute 
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8 Worker, tho* Chriſt was the immediate and ſubordinate In- 


[ 26 ] 


ture teach us to infer from hence, that the Father and 
Son are one Lord? Does it not evidently direct us to an- 
other ſort of Concluſion? AF. ii. 36. GO O bath made 
Jeſus — both Lord and Chriſt. So that *tis plain the 


2 Word Lord is taken in a higher and in a lower Senſe. 
, 


When applied to the Father, it fignifies one who is ori- 
ginally and of himſelf Lord. But when applied to 

CT it denotes a ſubordinate Lord, who was made 
ſuch by the other. „ 

III. The Father did the miraculous Works which con- 
firm'd the Goſpel, Jobn xiv. 10. The Father that dwelleth 
in me, He doth the Works. The Son did the ſame Works, 
v. 1 2. He that believeth on me, the Works that I do, ſball be 
do alſo, and greater Works than theſe ſhall he do. Neither 
our Savior, nor his Apoſtles, draw ſuch a Concluſion from 
theſe Paſſages, as Dr. Waterland would, viz. That the Fa- 
ther and Son are one Worker of Miracles. But St. Peter 
reconciles theſe Propoſitions, by ſaying AF. ii. 22. that 
Jeſus was approved of GOD by Miracles, and Wonders, and 
Signs, which G O D did by 1 And ſince Gov did 'em 

Tech. they might juſtly and properly be ſaid to be 
one by either. Go p, even the Father, was the original 
nat 


ſtrument in working them. I would only farther obſerve 
97 here, by the way, that Chriſt's, Diſciples were to do 


reater Works than his: And then ſurely the Greatneſs of 
His Works do not prove him to be the — GOD. 
- IV. Gop created all things, Gen. i. 1. friſt created 
all things, John i. 3. Dr. Waterland ſays upon this, f. 331. 
Yet we have no Warrant to ſay Two Creators: This, I own, 
18:moſt certainly true. For theſe Words, Two Creators, 
muſt mean Two, who are Creators in the fame higheſt 
Senſe of the Word. But, to be ſure, the learned Doctor 
thought, it might be hence infer'd, that they are one 
Creator; even as from like Premiſes he infers, that they 
are one Gov. But I cannot find, that the Scriptures 
ever take this Method to reconcile theſe ſeeming contra- 
dictory Propofitions. On the contrary, St. Pau recon- 
ciles em, as I have done all of the like Nature, by ſay- 
ing, Epbeſ. iii. 9. GOD who created all things by Jeſus 


F 


Chriſt, That is, Goo is the primary Creator, and 
/ ere 


Chriſt is his Inſtrument in Creati op gaye him 
an Ability anda Command to create the World. 51 


. 


\ 
Ca 

V. It is GOD that juſtifieth, Rom, viii. 33. We are juſti- 
| fied by Chriſt, Gal. 11. 1). Does the Apoitle inter from 
hence, that GoD and Chriſt are one Juſtifier, or that 
Chriſt is that G o p who juſtified? If he does, tis more 
than I no found. But I 2 he aye this — : 
culty, aying, Rom. iii. 24. We are juſtified freely by bis 

God's) Grace, thro' the Redemption — 722 Chriſt. 

hat is, Go p 1s our Juſtifier, in the higheſt Senſe of N 
the Word; as all Pardon comes originally from him: C X / 
And Chriſt is 1 in a lower Scnle, as he has 222 
ceived the Gift of an Authority to pardon us; according | 

to what the Apoſtle ſays, Act. v. zſdlim bath GO D_exal- 
ted with bis right hand to be a Prince and a Savior, to give 

"Repentance to Iſrael, and Forgiveneſs of Sins. <6; 

VI. Gop only forgives Sin, Mark ii. . The Son of 
Man forgives Sin, NV. And the Apoſtles for O 
give Sin, Jobs xx. 23. Whoſe ſoe ver Sins ye remit, they are 

remitted unto them, Will any one hence infer, that the Son 
of Man and the Apoſtles are the ſupreme Go p? I am 
ure the Scripture warrants no ſuch Concluſion. There 
we are taught to reconcile theſe ſeeming Contradictions, 
thus; Go p alone has an wnderived and ſupreme Right to 2. 
forgive Sins, and none, but thoſe that he impowers, can 
do it. But the Son of Man received a — rom: , 
Gov to forgive Sin, and ſo ated 3s Gov's Miniſter in 
this Affair. This our Savior teaches us, in thoſe Words, $. 
Mark, ii. 10. But that ye may know, that the Son of Man | 
hath Power on Zarth :0 forgive Sins, &c, Where ſurely, he 
does not mean an underiyed Power, but a Commiſſion 
iven to him by G. a 
VII. The Father ſhall be Judge of all, Heb. xii. 23. 
And to GOD the Judge of all, 1 Pet. i. 15. Call on the 
| Father, who —- judgeth according to every Man's Work, 
Chriſt ſhall be Judge of Quick and Dead, AF. x. 42. 
| How ſhall we reconcile theſe things? How can each of 
| theſe divine Perſons be call'd Judge? Dr. Water/and would g 
- anſwer, that the Father and Son are the one Judge. But * 


the Scripture never gives us this Solution, It ſuppoſes 7 
1 


7 af | 


the Father alone to be the one Judge; becauſe he alone is 
| joe upreme Judge ; and Chriſt is Judge in a /ower and ſub- 
prainate Senſe, as being appornted and DLL to judge 4 
in his Father's Name. ION are. told, Rom. is 16. 194 
O H. ſball judge the Secrets of Men by Jeſus Chriſt, Ad 5 
9 Att. 


[28] 
Al. xvii. 31. GOD bath appointed 4 Day wherein he vill 
judge the World — by that Man whom be bath ordained, 
The Son is Judge, becauſe the Father hagh given bim Au- 
Forty to execute Judgment, John v. 27. So that the Father 
ING 


is Judge, and the Son is Judge, and yet there is but one 
ge, in the higheſt Senſe of the Word, even the Father. 


2 
Hebe Son is not another Judge inde >endent on him, 
* 18,36 — is a ſubordinate Judge ordained — author orized, to 
judge under the Father. at this 1s the .Scripture- 
way of ſolying this Difficulty, is clear from the Texts 
Arrady cited. Yet till it may be confirm'd from two. 
]- farther Obſervations. (1) It is ſaid, 1 Pet. i. 17. That 
the Father judgeth according to every Man s Work, And yet 
we read, Jobn v. 22. The Father judgeth no Man. Theſe 
Expreſſions can be no otherwiſe reconcil'd, than by ſay- 
ing, That the Word, Judze, does not in both Places fig- 
nify the ſame ſort of Jude! ing ; or that there is a higher 
. a lower Senſe of the Word,” When it is ſaid, The Fa- 
— does not judge; the —_ Meaning is, that He does 
not judge immediate! bimſelf, or that He is not the im- 
7 be. * 8 a u. that the Father der 
udze, it is plainly meant, that he is /upreme in the Judg- 
w? — 4 as big bythe 8on, bam fit has e ef to be 
the. jrmediare Judge. Whence we learn, that the Father 
only is fudge in the hi * Senſe of the Word, and 
| 7 fo) Chriſt i in a lower. (2.) obſerve, to canfirm this, that 
| 1 57 ve may as well prove, by Dr. Waterland's way of arguing, 
jj that Chriſt and * Saints are one Judge. For, Cbriſt ſpall 
judge the World : The Saints ſpall judge the World, 1 Cor. vi. 
2. Mart. xix. 28. Whereas all Mankind will agree, that 
here the Word Judge is taken in a higher Senſe, when 
14 ſpoken of Chriſt, and in a lower and ſubordinate Senſe, 
ho ſpoken of the Saints. And this is the only way to 
1 reconcile this ſeeming Contradiction. And, if we ſhall 
3 776 not ſtick to aſſert, that the Word, Judge, in this Caſe, 
| {i 1 Jede. is taken in two different Reſpects, even tho? the Scrip- 
| Ja 'ture dogs no where, as I know, expreſly fay ſo: How - ů 
| 0, = more may we be poſitive of it, in the other Caſe 2 © 


ov? 


ince npt only the common uſe of Words direfts us thus 

+ to underſtand Jem, but rs th he | holy Scripture expreſly 
[ev us, that 2 — 5 j Chriſt ; that is, that 
Be D ls the“ eee e nf C the ſabordinate. : 

. VIII. The 


=y 
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VIII. The Father raiſeth up the Dead, and quickeneth them: 
And the Son quickeneth whom. be will, John v. 21. Now, 
what doth the Scripture infer from hence? Does it ſay, 
The obvious Concluſion from theſe Premiſes is, that they both are 
one Quickner? If it does, tis more than I know. But I 
am ſure, our bleſſed Lord himſelf ſolves this Pifficulty 


another way, viz. by ſaying, v. 26. The Father — bath 


GIVEN to the Son to have Life in bimſelf ; that is, hath 


es, according to the unanimous Judgment of Com- 


* 


mentators. And ſo, the Father is the Raiſer of the 


Dead, in the higheſt Senſe of the Phraſe, as it ſignifies 
one who received not that Power from another, and 
in which Senſe he might be call'd, The only Raiſer 3 
whereas the Son is a Quickner in a louer Senſe, as he 


--> 


-* = ail 


ven Rim Power to raiſe the Dead; as that Phraſe plainly 
1 


FP - 


quickens under the Father by a Power derived. from, and 


ven by him. 3 1 N 

TX. GOD the Fatber raiſed Chriſt from the Dead, Gal. 1. 
1. Chriſt raiſed himſelf. Joby x. 17, 18. I lay down my 
Life — and ] bave Power to take it again. Does Chriſt de- 


Chriſt's Body ? Nay, does not our Lord expreſly give us 
another Solution of the Difficulty, in the very next 
Words? This Commandment ha ve I received of my Father. 
And ſince Chriſt rais'd his Body by a Power xeceived from 
his Father; his Father, who gave him that Power, may 
; properly be ſaid to raiſe it; tho' not immediately, as 
= Chriſt did. Nay, the Father may be ſaid alone to raiſe 


and was the alone Original of that Power, by which it 
was raiſed. „ wr 5 150 
X. Go o hath reconciled us to himſelf, 2 Cor. v. 18. 
| Chriſt hath reconciled us to G o p, Epbeſ. ii. 16. But doth 
the Scripture hence infer, that Chriſt is the 


ſolved the Difficulty by ſaying, 2 Cor; v. 18, 19. All things 
are of GOD, who eas 155 - 
Chriſt — Gop ws in Chriſt reconciling the World unto 
himſelf. That is, Go p the Father reconciles us, as the 
N e Gon, and Chriſt as the Mediator under him. 

J. The Father is aver all. This will not be diſpu- 
ted. Chriſt is over all, being Head over all things to the 


Church, left i. 22. The Scripture does not teach us 


j : to 


* * 


% 


' Gop, or one Being with the Father? No, St. Paul 


ſign hereby to teach us, that they both are one Raiſer of 


it; ſince he alone could raiſe it, by an underived Power, / 7 


ath- reconciled us to bimſelf BY Jeſus 
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to infer from hence, that the Father and Son are the one 


Gow; but ſolves. the Difficulty by ſaying, v. 1), 23. 
72 | That the GO D of our Lord Jeſus | Chri 5 the Father # 
4 


Jn Glory bath 705 all things under his Feet, and GAV 
. 4 to be the Head over alli &c. So that the Father is the 
7 $58, /,/ Tepreme_ Head over all, being the Head, and the Goy 
1 "of Chrift himſelf; whereas Chriſt is only Head of the 
I whole Creation, and made ſo too; and is not above the Fas 
ther. For, as the Apoſtie obſerves, 1 Cor. xv. 27. It is 
manifeſt that he is excepred which did put all things under 


Nt. . ; * a : 
Thus the Reader may ſee, how the Scripture does, 
| and conſequently how we ought, to reconcile ſeemin 
| Contradiftions of this Nature. Not one, of all that 
a © ” have mention'd, is to be reconcil'd in the manner in 
2 2.7 20. which Dr. Vaterland attempts to reconcile that before us, 
þ HAS Sus of wiz. The Father is GO D; the Son is God; therefore they arg 
ene GOD, But on the contrary, if we would ſolve this, 


The Father is GOD, in the higheſt Senſe of the Nord: The 
Sn is GOD in à lower Senſe, And then, I am ſure, it 


fit as we do all others of this Nature, we muſt do it thus, 


will-be no Contradiction to this to add, Jet there is but 

one GOD in tbe higheſt Senſe of the Word, even the Fa- 

; ther. If the Reader has carefully obſerv'd the foregoing ll 
parallel Inſtances, he will ſee, that all the Difficulties in 
them, without one Exception, are ſolv'd by the help of 

ſuch a Diſtinction of the Senſe of a Word into a bigher BW 


Diſtinction be applied here alſo, ſince this Difficulty is 
exactly parallel to thoſe ? I belieye that the learned Doctot 
cannot produce one fingle Inftanceof a parallel Difficulty 
ſolv'd his way: Whereas I have produc'd rwenry-eight 
wherein the like Difficulties are ſolv'd my way. Whencez 
think, it is a Demonſtration, that this Difficulty muſt be 
ſiolv'd the ſame way, with all the reſt of this ſort; that 
is, by faying, the Father, and He alone, is Go p in the 
higheſt Senſe of the Word, and Chriſt is God ſubordinate 


101 4 and a lower Senſe. And then, why ſhould not the ſame 
11 


| WF 4 Fr to him; even as Pharaoh was ſupreme Ruler of Eg pn, 


40 and Joſeph a ſubordinate Ruler of it. 
This, one would think, ſhould be ſufficient to deter- 

mine the Point, beyond Controverſy. However, for the 

| Fuller Conviction of the Reader, I ſhall proceed directly 


t to prove, that the Word, Go v, (like the Words, Sawor, 
1 ; 4 9 Ag gy — 


VV +0 


. L 31.1 1 ” 
Potentate, Father, Lord, Judge, Creator, &c.) is, in this ,_. 4, 
very Caſe, taken, in a higher Senſe, when applied to the 3 2 
Father, and in a lower Senſe, when applied to the Son, * 07+ 
That it is uſed in a very low Senſe, when it is applied to 
Angels or Ma iſtrates, caunot be queſtion d by any, and 
therefore needs no Proof, And that it is, when applied 
to the Son, uſed (tho? in a much higher Senſe than when 
Angels are call'd Gods, yet) in a lower Senſe than when 
the Father is call'd Goo, appears from Heb. i. 8, 9. Unto ;; 
the Son he ſaith, Thy Throne, O Gov, is for ever and #5 
ever — GOD, even THY Gov hath anointed thee; 
Here the Son is call'd God; and yet the Father is ſtiled 
lis Go D: Which, in other Words, is this, The Father is . 

2 


the Cop of God the Son ; that is, the Father is Go n 45 5 40 
in a higher 5 3, ; f 
8 2 


/ f 


lt 
= 


e 
f 


mu JJ 


Senſe than the Son, 'The Son, indeed, is 

God of the whole Creation. But the Father is the 
Goo, not only of the whole Creation, but of the Son | 
too. When the Father is called Goo, the Word, Gong ' «a 


fignifies one abſolutely ſupreme_over all Perſons whatſo- 5 | 
ever, without Exception But, when the Son is call'd A 


* 
% 


Gov, it means a Perſon, who is exalted above all Crea- | 
| tures, tho' till ſubordinate to the Father. For, as the | 
Words now cited teſtify, the Son, even as Go p, has 2 7 
Gon above him, to be his Go p. And, tho' we do not, / 
as I can remember, find in Scripture the Expreſſion, 
2 60 —* yet 2 there 4 is exactly of — 
ame Signification, in plainer Eugliſb, viz, The moſt biz 
GQDP, and Hybe/t, The F =I is call'd, the moſt high 
Go p, Heb. vii. 1, and The Higheſt, Luke i. 32. For if = ol 
Chriſt be the Son of the Hef then the Father is the- 
| Hegbeſt; that is, in other Words, the ſupreme GOD. This, 
think, compleats the Demonſtration, that the Word, 
| Gov, when applied to the Father, is taken in the 
| higheſt Senſe ; but when applied to the Son, is taken in 
' lower and ſubordinate Senle. | | Ts 
From what has been ſaid, it is clear how there is but 
one Gov, tho? Chriſt be call'd G o v as well as the Fa- 
ther. For, when the Scripture ſays, There is but ona 
GOD, it evidently means, that there is but one Go v in 
the higheſt Senſe of the Word. Thus we are oblige 
to interpret all parallel Expreſſions, as the Reader coul 
| not but obſerve when I mention'd particular Inftances, 
And thus we are conſiſtent with thoſe , - 5 ” 
5 1C y on * 


Pw A Abe ⅛ ᷣͤ ll, , , St A #* 


a 
—_ 


. [32] 1 
Holy Scripture, which declare, that The Father is the only 
true Go p, the one GoD, the Great Gon, &c. Whereas, 
Dr. Waterland's Concluſion is not to be reconciled with 
theſe Expreſſions of Scriptare:; He infers, that The Fa. 
ther and Son are one GOD! The Scripture never ſays ſo; 
but always ſpeaks of the Supreme Go p as one Perſon, 
and calls him, The Father, 5 | 
„ Bur after all that has been ſaid, it may be urged, * That 
5 - © this Scheme plainly makes tuo GODS; and makes Chriſt 
t to be another GOD diſtin from the Father; which is 
certainly contrary to Reaſon and Scripture ! This is the 
| only remaining Difficulty relating to the Unity of Gov: 
And when this is clear'd up, the Controverſy will be en- 
5 ,, ded. In order hereto I ſhall conſider the meaning of 
4 theſe Expreſſions, Two GODS, and, Another GOD. © 
I think it is very plain, that the Phraſe, Two GODS, 
, ſignifies, Two Supreme, Independent Go ps; or, To who 
are Gon s in the higher Senſe of the Word. This is 
1. proved by three Arguments. 1. This is the meaning 
3 bf all the like Expreſſions. Thus, Two Maſters, are two ' 


/ 


uh 


, 


Y/ Coordinate, or Independent Maſters.” In this Senſe our Lord 
Jules theſe Words; Matth. 6. 24. No Man can ſerve Two 
4 4 Maſters: For he will either hate the one, and love tde 
ber; or elſe be will bold to the one, and deſpiſe the other. 
. cannot ſerve G 0D and Mammon. It is obvious upon 
the leaſt 5 that our Savior does not mean, by 


Two Maſters, a 1 and a Subordinate Maſter. For , 

a Servant may well be ſubject to, and obey, one Supreme | 

and one Subordinate Maſter. Onęſimus might be a Ser- 
vant to GoD, and to Philemon at the fame time. And 


1 yet, according to our Saviour's Maxim, he could not 


. 2 ſerve tuo Maſiers. It is plain then, that a Supreme 
Maſter, and a Subordinate Miſter are not two Maſters. Two 
7 f, A/ * Maſters are Tuch as are Independent on each other; as 
2 Chriſt fairly hints, by inffancing in God and Mammon. 
Mammon is not Go p's Deputy, but Enemy and Rival; 
and commands the directly con to what G o D does. 
Andꝰ tis undoubtedly impoſſible to ve two ſuch Maſters. 
AAgain, tuo Kings, figuifies, Two coordinatẽ and independent 
Kings. Deut. iii. 2, 3, 8. Sibon ind Og, are called tuo Kings; 
the one, King of Baſban; the other, King of Heſbbon; being 
independent on each other, or two coordinate Kings; like 
the = of England, and the King of France: pgs of- 
| | 3 


2557 4 . A 


dem owed his Authority to the. other ; or  acknoWw-, 


her as his Superior. Whereas a Sovereign 
ed the other as hi 5 MP —_— 


King, and a' Subordinate Ring, 
M7 Phoraoh, and: Toſs are. —— call d two Kings,” 


And, I believe, would not think it . per to 
eall King George, — the Duke of Bolton, two Kings; ler) t 
his 3 in Jreland be ever ſo great, provided, 


id ſtill the K dag 8 Lieutenant, and not his; * Agreeably - 
hereto, Tuo Gtzas mu ſignify two, ds. 
21 Since One Savior, One Maſter; Hue 


* 


— One Futherj ” 


then; Tie Suuiers, Tuo Maſſett, e Potentates, Two, Fas j ö 
thers, c. muſt: denote r wo E Saviorg, Fetentates, 
| Madters, Sc. n A8, Ons: FAN. 1525 ; 
roved. to * One uf 5 Cor: 
oa muſt neee Y 
3. The Words — ſhew this, . hen we. 74 > 3. 
: Tas Maſters, for In Inſtance, we muſt AE wo, P 
who are any hin the ſame, kightSenſs of the Wards; 2, 
For — Ward, Maſters, is Eupreſo id. as it is in this] 
Caſe; bur once, it cannot paſlibly.be ſuppoſed to denote,., 
at once; both the higher and thei lower Senſe of that 
Word. . To: do: this; it muſt be uſed twice; 3 a8. tor in- 
ſtance, 4 Moſter,.and 4 Maſter 3 pr. G op is his den . 
and Philerwon ie hie Malter. So likewiſe, the Expreſſion. 
Fm GODS, muſt, f guify T'wo who are GO v3 inthe; © - 
farmer e Safe of the Word. Bor the * Go. 
onde, as in this Caſe, gannotiat the ame time 
epreſs bath the Bip reme an- ah Jubordinate Senſe. of . 
Do 18 | 29s, mutt be re- * 
peated 8 26 in chid — The Wal, with GO D. and) 
the Mord was O: Where the former” is the Supreme 
G om, the Father ; the latter, a Go in 2 rdinate 
Senſe, even the Son. I conclude. then, that the Expreſ- 
fron, Tio -G ODS, fignifies Two:Perſong; or Beings, each 


If we apply this to what Dr. Tearerland ſays upon this 
Head, zit will be obyious ; at firſt fight, that ee * 
Quibble, and Miſtake; He, in many Plices, repreſents De": N 
Carke,and his Friends as aſſerting TWO Go Ds. Tos 5 

they anſwer, that they do not aſſert two Go bps; 
they do not hold the Father and Son to be each G U 
in the fame A Scnſe of the Word. This the Dr. 
E * W | * 


, il 
5 1E 2 Ty 


5 1 


Que Lord, One Sbepherd, &. fignify, One Supreme Savior, 
Fotentate, Males, Se s has abeen Already ſhewn 21 w 


of which: is G o o in the ſame higheſt Senſe ofthe World. 
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owns; they do not; 281.0 4%] do not . wide 


_ « afferting rwo Siprtine Group 8. Ihen I am ſure; wel 


[ 
! 
; 

ö 


uy Y” ers is iniccgratety —— wary 
„ \ Two my Fare Ayo" 5 GG But ſurely a 
Suprenie and an InferidFare not two g G0 


be Towel d. Indeed; r 


outatteripting to pre it; that he wh upomit,“ That: 
. e King: male x Kings elſe ori 


do not aſſert two Gio s. ¶ſince Two: GODS land. toi 
prone Go pa, dreall ene.) Yea; om the. „ we 
| :effeneftly contthd; that there isi hut ane gu 

GD But ſtill Drel7Placeland wilbhsveas believe t 

we hdd v GDs. + do-charge:yogi(fays he) with 

©\holding/-rwo- {G&V's;: bne angthes Inferior, 7i 

Ichzte proved; that 


ave before — he Reaſbnd d yithey: cannot! 
Dr, is ple d. ro tei — 


hett is no King; wengra > ar their Giippoſitions: The 
ſame he fiys of A Arbe the aS Gd that they, 
0 maße yy 800 5er elſe one of the is 1G D, contra 1 


180k — —— tp:'88, 89. = _— tus Kings wh 


mbifis' 2 ankzüchelſt does) tw | 22 
Rigs *his — be tid 


7 Sitbordinats' 


expteſs — 


— ropO Nbg 
4. he dess a Mal 6 


King; which is mdeed Wer 1 the 


2 


Doctor's pu. ofe? 18, -foby Tro GED She meine! 


Supreme and a' Subotdinare: G om ier Aſſertiom Wilk 


to no * rhanthiotrifling;Propdficion; _— 
oy ew G0 b,, an Ja. Siabollinate God mae a 

0 5 0 P ard 2 Subordinare GOD. But II daſiſt apon ich 
that | Grun 1 Suborcdlinateo Gon are not 
to G B, as T have Tr proved; oi 9 0D $) 
E 61 gnifies, Tu, G o DG. 1490 
bs with the Lea He aſks. 75. hei 
Hal Frripture give your" bo vie leaſt Iurimation-of two ik. 
. A. T why it never does give us the leaſt intimatibn 
Ge ye true G D bat — ſuppoſes and afferts that 
O hen #8 but one- Akad det it obſerved; that this tru 
Goh is always reprefented in Seripture, as but one fin! 
gle Perſon, even rhe Farber! of | Chrift; Chriſt — has 


Father, he only "ne 0D, Ip T7. 3. 2 1 
| . 1 aer, 


111 
that they might- low Thee [the Father] the only. true GO D. 
aud Jeſus Chriſt; whons thaw haſt [at, Again, 1 John ve 29. 
And we. knew, that abe S af: GO D is come, and hath given —» 
ur an underſtanding, that aue may cknowihim bat ig true Lo 
ahe true G. O ande ane in him that is true, through MF 
San Jeſus Criſt,” . This is the, true: G o and Herma 2424 
Lread it, en, ag the old Tranſlation u 
the id, and ab is moſt: agreeable 


in the urch. a Exg l : 
to the Original. Let the Reder take Notice of thoſe 


words; His Sn Jeſus Chrift ; and it will be evident chat 

the Father Is here c I'd, The ęrae GOD. Chriſt is liled, 

His Son. I aſk then. Whoſe Son is he? Is he. nod the 
Son af the grue GOD, or of him e ug 2 

Gon here mention d, is one chat has à Son, and then 

it is plain, that the Father af Cbriſt, not Chriſt himſelf, 
is Abe e Con.) Aud. a it appears, that 
mu Words are. exactly parallel to: that Paſſage in our 

,ords Prayer, juſt now qupted. For in bath we are · 

told, that he, whoſe Son Chriſt is, is tbe trug GOD 

and that it is eternal Life to ko this true .(5'0 p, and 

—— Jeſus -Chrift, 3 is never ale. : 

tbe tre GO D, in Scriptures. Indeed, he: is trulx God 4 

and call'd ſo in à proper Senſe, ui. becauſe: he trol elle de 5 

bears the ſame Relation to us, as the Father dots, upofi = 

the Account: of which he is call d, G.o-v : Let ſtill, be; 
ing Subordinate 40 the Father in that Relation ang 

Title; the Father is the. on. H GOD. ; Where (ſays Doctor / * 

.) does tbe Scripture furniſb you with any Ground. for the Di- 
ſtinBidn f a Sovereign, and an Inferior Deity? Every 
| Reader, will ſee how to anſwer this Queſtion, ii we 
_ Srſt apply it to a parallel Caſe,, I before obſerved p. 23. WW. 

that Pharaoh was Ruler of Ze ypt, and Joſeph was Ruler {/ A, 
of Egypt, and that all are agreed, in calling Pharaob, du. fa 4 

preme Ruler, and Joſeph an Juferior Ruler. I aſk then, 


Where does the Scripture on with, any ground for the 
Diſtinction; yet it expreſſes it in other Words, which; 7 
hey, 


Diſtinttion of a Sovereign, — an Inferior Ruler? It is V. 
1 FA | 
wich. e, 
convey. the very lame meaning. And common Senle: g 1 
teaches us to underſtand the Wore Ruler, thus difterent- 


eaſily anſwer'd, that tho? the - Scripture ' does not uſe 
theſe very Terms, Savertige and Hafenior, in Fenit ying the 
ly in the two Propoſitions. $6, likewiſe, I have before . 22 i 
proved, that the Word 25 p-4s taken ſometimes in a | 


TE 2 rods 2% « 15 
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„ | 
kigber; at other times in a lower 8Senſe. Again, fiys: the 
Dr. What Foundation can yon find for adding Supreme, 
I wherere ver the Scripture ſays abſolutely, thers is but One 6051 
4 F/ ex, I have ſhewn already what Foundation there is for it. 
,die Scripture ſays; There is but One-Fathery but One | 

5 Lord, but Oe Savior, but one Maſter, &c. 'Theſe Expreſ- 
fions, (as is granted = all) fignify, one S rene Father, 
Lord, Savior,” &c. I aſk then, in my turn, bat Founda- 

R tion can you find for adding, Supreme, whore ever: the Scrip- 
ture ſays abſolutely, there is but one Father, Maſterf ec. 
And the ſame Anſwer which Dr. Waterland will give tq 
my Queſtion, I will return to his. The Caſes are ex- 
actly parallel; and ſo the anſwer to one, will be the 
anſwer to the other. For, in all theſe Caſes, Common. 
Senſe: direRts us to add the Word, Supreme, that we ma. 
avoid a Contradiction. And, if we mult add the word,; 
Sar in all the parallel Inſtances, it cannot be doubted, 
But that it muſt be added alſo when we ſay, tbere is 
bur one 60 D. The Reader will pleaſe to nike Notice; 
that all Dr. Waterlandds Banter in this Caſe, might be 
turn'd upon the other Inſtances z which would not then 
appear witty, nor perhaps innocent. And I would ſeri- 
duſly intreat every Chriſtian not to imitate the Doctor 
in this Ridicule, leſt it be found to be Bantering the 
3 in this Inſtance, as it would be undoubtedly 
* N pens £ 


parallel ones, before mention e. 
ap Il was ſurpriz'd to find Dr. Vaterland affert, that a 
34. Sovereign and an Inferior King may be call'd in a proper 
x | 


way of ſpeaking, Two Kings. Since both in ſtudied and 
common Diſcourſe, this Phraſe alwaysfignifies two Gvereign., 
| Kings ; as I have proved, it neceſlarily muſt. And, 1 
dare fay, that no Writer whatever, in expreſſing his own 
„„, A thoughts, ever meant otherwiſe. I am.fure, the Scripture 

. does not, in any Caſe whatever, mean, by. Tuo, one Sus, 

= prome and one Subordinate. The King of England, and 

e King of France are indeed two Kings, being both 

#:T — and Independent. But the King of England, 
and a Repent (let 16 Authority be ever ſo high and ex- 


7 renſive, under him) are not tue Kines: But the former 
= 2 is The King, the latter ¶ King. The Dr. ſays, p. 88. If 
ö ſ he t they are riot Two Kings, one of them is no King. Apply 

/ this way of talking to the Caſe of Pharaoh and Joſeph 

* before mentioned; and it will appear directly to contradict 


the 


U 37 1 1 ll 


the Scripture: - If they are not n Rulers, then ane of SL 
7. 


mis no Ruler. It has been demonſtrated, that tis = 
to call them two Rulers : And yet tis falſe, that 
Jo/epb) was no Ruler. For he is expreſly, called fo, . So 
likewiſe, tho! the Father and Son are not tuo Gods, 25 
undoubtedly. they are not, yet tis falſe, that the Son. ig 


no God: For he is expreſly call'd Gov. If the Reader 4 1 1 
1 4.48 


will carefully review the many parallel Inſtances, which #4, 
I have produced, and conſider how all Men reaſon with 
— to them, he- will ſee no difficulty in the preſent/ 
Cale. L * 90 : 8 0 l. :; 75; (ine E17 „ ee 204d | , 
I know of but one turn more, that the Doctor has to /[. 
pu his Cauſe: And that is, That if the Son be not 

The ſame God with the Father, and yet be Go o, he 

muſt of neceſſity be anat her. G On. Oni this: I remark, 

I] do not believe the Son to be the ſame individual Be- | 7 
ing with the Father, (which! the Dr. means, when be a 
calls them one G o o.) However, I not only. grant, but W 
even cantend for it, that the Son is G o . Let ſtill 1 = 
deny, that he is another G Op, in the. Senſe af 
that Phraſe. For I am ſatisſied, that che Expreſſion, [7 
Another G O D, ſignifies: another Supreme: GOD. T 
confute this, the Dr. obſerves, . A. Ihat your baye . 
not the. leaſt Ground or Reaſon for putting this 


„ 


upon the Text. It is not ſaid, there is no other g pw | 
* preme Go p beſide me; but ablolutely, v0 orter,”'T e 4 4 
er 


- will res Eran 3 this 3 2 e, 
tion, by applying it to any of the füregoi In „ 
ſtances. | ſhall apply it only to — mou for 2 / 
Sample, and leave the. Reader tò apply it to the reſt 
Otbniel is expreſly call'd: a Saur. And yet Gop fays, Pd 
Beſide me there is no Savior” Here the Dr; will agree opt - 
with me, in interpreting theſe Worda thus, There is 1%, 8/26 
other Supreme Savior. - Suppoſe 'it: ſhould be objected, 
The Text does not ſay ſo, but abſolutely, There is 2 , © 
N me Dr. — undoubtedly anſwer, Common Enſe, 
and the uſual Method of interpreting ſuch | Paſſages, neceſſaril | 
require us thus ayer rar * he . ſay che 1 | 
| Preſent Caſe. For the Phraſe, No orher G0 D, muſt be | J 

interpreted like all thoſe that are parallel to it, and fo 
muſt ſignify, no other:Supreme GO. 7 
Thus, I think, it ie very plain, that we are not charge. | 
that . 
r 


ror. 
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Error, We plead for. the Unity of Go p; and yet ſtill 


mianeins that the 80n is G o ; and reconcile this ſeem- 
ing Contradiction, as we do alL others of the like Nature, 

iz. by ſaying, that the Father is . reme G 9-1, 
— the Son, God in a Subordinate Senſe of the "_— 


25 0, wy * Nicene —— ee wh Sog of Gon N. 


1 a 5 
. iv. of na. 


1. The Word, Worſhip, as it is cats aſed, com rer 
hends under it ſeveral parts, as Eſteem, Love, Fear, Con- 
feſſion, Petition, Praiſe, Thankſgiving. Our Adverſaries 
chooſe to treat of em all together, under the Word, Wor: 
Nip. Bat this occafions much Confuſion in Pe 
thoughts about this Mattor. To avoid which, I. 
£6hſider them ſeparately. 

We ought. to eſicen every Being, that has any _ 
dle Qualifications.an it, according to the Degree of 
khem. We ought to Love every amiable Being, — 
ing to the Degree of its Amiableneſs. We — 
Fear every Perſon in proportion to the Degree of Power 
He has over us. We ought to eſteem, love, and fear 
80 . vr above all, becauſe he is the beſt, 
the möſf amiable, and the greateſt of Beings. Yet we 
may eſteem, and love a Good Man Subordinately, accard- 


Ang to the Pegree of his Goodneſs: And we may fear 


a King in proportion to the —— he has over us. 

re 7 is no difficulty Rang tis plain that 2 [Seb 

inguiſh Efteem, Love, an Fear, Taos. 2 N 

A, And ſo all Divines db. 

gain, we miy /confe/5 our Sins to any Perſon the 
us, | againſt whom they were committed; to 


$A, * 'B<6: Go P, or to ouriBrethren. We may at any one chat. hears 


wr” 


any good things: thatare in his Power to beſtow. We 
May praiſe any Perſon upon the Account of his real Excel- 
Jencies. And we may thank any: one that hears us, for 
the good he has done us. And accordi to the Nature 
f he Perſon, with whom we Bade to do, in any o 
Reſpects; 80 muſt our Confeſſion, Petition, 
— or Thankſgiving be of a higher or "of a lower 
Kind. This will — — acknowledged: Since it 1s 
—_— to Reaſon, and to the Practice of all er 


the beſt Chriſtians as n | * : 
0 


(91 
Let us then ſuppoſe, . that Chriſt is not the Father 
himſelf, but à diſtinct Spirit from him: Let us ſuppoſe 2. 
him alſo to know our very Heart (as he really does} 
and to have all Authority: jm him in Heaven and 
Earth: Let us conſider, t ſtows on us all our 
Bleffirigs, and is i m_ to — And then! 
cannot think,;buT"any uld-dllbw; that we might | ot 
afk of him Pardon, ot — Blefſiags; and thank hath} 
when:we have received. them. And tho' the Father il 2 
the ori — — all theſe Merties; yet Chriſt, who, 24 
upon't oſition, is the means of conveying then / 
tous; vndoubee | — Es; Eſteem, Love, Praiſes 
tho not in the ſame degree "with. the Father. 80, we 
Wiebe _ aſk — of him, tho? tis ithe Father whe 
beſtows them. However, upon this Sc 
2 that our Prayers and Praiſes are chiefly ti be 

Ger to the Father, —— has im very the —— ble bleſs 

us; by giving him Authority to us, and to di 2 

of al IE forthe. good of his People. - And ſtill 

muſt, upon this Suppoſi tion, be this Difference, that -we 
muſt ultimately aſcribe all the Praiſe and Thanks to the 

Father, who 18 the Sup me Giver of them. The Father 

muſt be efteem'd vd, as the R Author, and 

the Son as his Agent's in 3 

This Account, J hope, is plain 8 and intelligible. And 

Eſhall ſhew, that it is agreeable ch che 'Seriptares This 
9 by demonſtrating „ 6714 4 S 

t the nen the Supre a and 2 

"UH, That Cherie be Worſhip'd on 
| iſt is: to Wo Y ly as i 

And, 8 — 4. 34 7 _ 52 


Ill. That all the Worſhip, which is fo be given 
Chriſt, muſt and does — to ne Glas * 5 
G.ov ahd Fäther.. 

I. The Father is the & . . Ukimate Obje& of 
Worfhip. That there can be” but one Tuch, Reaſon / 
teaches, and Scripture confirms. The Scripture | tells 
us, It is the moſt high G o p. ut it may be inqui 
whether this Gp be ene Perſon, or three Perſons 2 
think ic plain, that he is but one Perſon. This appears 
from thoſe very Texts which the Learned Dr. Waterlen 
Bas collected, F. 230, 231. to prove, That all Religie 
; n is appropriated to GC OD only. The c_ 7 

theſe 


b 
ö 
ö 
1 
74 
. 


— 


| 


[4] | 

thele: Thou :/oalt have wo other GODS before Ne: Seve 
him: Him fodlt thou gerve: Him only ſualt thon ſur ve: Before! 
me. was there ww DD formed, nenber ſball there be aſter 

me. They gloriſiedi him nor 49G, becauſe they ſerved 


#he > Creature: more than the Crtutorib ii Theſe. Words, Hini, 


be farther aſteq; / Mholis this Perſon, : here made the 
Object of Worſhip 2:4 anſwer, crm the New: Teſtament/ 
It is 60D the Father. This: the Render may obſerve. in 
almoſt every Page. I ſhäll cite a fewo plaih Inſtances t 
Job. iv. 23. The true Monſbippers ſpull Worſhip the Fathers 
(By the way then, are thoſe the true Worſhippers, who: 
Worſhip the Fithey, . Son, and Spirit together, as one: 
Being ?) 2. Cori 1. 3. Bleſſed be GO D, even the Father: of 
1 Jeſus Chriſt. Ephes. 1. 3. Rleſſad be the G0 19 
t 
% 


85 — we Me, evidently denote: ue. Single : Perſop: ¶ ſee p. 1.5. ] If. it 
2 


her of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt : v. 16, 1). Mabing men- 

f yo in m Prayers, that the Go p of our Lord 

Jeſus Cbriſt, the Father of Glory, may give unto yon the 
Sirit of Wiſadm. C. ii 18. Thro! him I Ohriſt] | we both 
Jews and Gentiles] have an Acceſs by oue Spirit, unto the 
Father. C. iii. 14. J bow my Knees unto the Father ef au 
Lerd Jeſus Cbriſt. C. v. 20. Giving thanktaluays for all things. 

unto G o p «id, Cor, even the Father, in fhe Name of our Lord 

Jeſus Chriſt, Matth. VI. 9. Our Father, which art in Heaven: 

v. 6. Pray to thy; Father, wbich is in ſecret. To the ſame Purpoſe 

rum all the Prayers, and all the Directions for Prayer, in the 

New Teſtament, excepting only two or three, that are di- 
a to Chriſt, But the Reader will pleaſe toobſerve, that 

he never met there with one ſingle Inſtance of a, Prayer di- 
*reced to the whole Trinity together. So that tis not the 

Trinity, but the Perſon of the Father, which is the Objeck 

of Worſhip. And all this Worſhip is to be offer d up ito 

the Father thro':the Mediation of Chriſt, 
Before I paſs on to the next Obſervation, I would 

{ Aefire the Reader to take Notice, that the this is 
| lainly the Scripturez=Account:of : Worſhip (as all 
Men muſt acknowledge) yet the Presbyterians (however 
they pretend to be againſt unſcriptural Terms of Com- 
munion) impoſed: a quite contrary Form of Worſhip; 
in their famous Reformed Liturry.' The. larger Litany 

begins thus, O moſt holy, bleſſed, and-.glorious Tri- 
| + nity, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, three Perſons, and 

\ © one Gov — our Owner, Governor, and Father, hear, 

— | | | . 


7 


L 4 ] 4 
Ec. Let thy holy Spirit dweil in us. But is it not 3 
ſufficiently abſurd and unwarranted to call the whole 
Trinity, Father; and to ſay, O Father, Son, and Sperry | 
Let thy Spirit dwell in us? ls the Spirit, the Sp.rit of 
the Spirit, as well as the Spirit of the Father? And 
when they ſpeak of three Perſons together, ſhould they 
not ſay, Let your Spirit dwell in us? But enough of 
ſuch groſs Confuſion. I chiefly defign'd to obſerve, that | 
however the Presbyterians have given us an Example | 
of Praying to the three Perſons together, yet the A- 
—_ have not. And, let every Chriſtian jadge, whom 
e ought to imitate, St. Paul, or any ſuch modern Li- 
turgles. Ss | Y | 
II. Chrift is to be worſhip'd only as Mediator. He 
is worſhip'd two ways 3 1. When we offer yp our Prayz l- 
ers, thro bim, to the Father. 2. When we offer them 7% 
diretly to him, But in both Caſes, he is worſhip'd 
only as Mediatox, between Go p, 'and us. It is evident- 
ly ſo EI IE" 3 Caſe, when we Pray to the Father; 
thro' Chriſt, Then, I am' ſure; he is not conſider'd as, 
the Supreme Gop. For all Men will readily owt, OT, 
that Then Mediator, is inferior to the Father. Let 
this is the moſf common way of worſhipping Chriſt, 
as is apparent from the Scriptures, and from the Prayers 


"2 i 
of all Churches: And Dr. Vaterland expreſsly ſays, p. : EZ 
262, That our Prayers generally are to be offer'd rather | 77 . | 
thro' kim, than to him. 2. When we offer up Prayers | J © Wh 3 
Mrectly ro Chriſt, we are to conſider him only as MA / 8 1 

This appears from all thoſe Texts, which give us 


4 
fon: why we are to Worſhip Chriſt, The Reaſon} I 


is founded not upon his being due ape God, but 3 5 
upon his being the Mediator, and upon His defend 44 „ 


4 


OV 


= 


his Authority and Right to Worſhip; from the Father, 
as a Gift, Thus, Jobs, v. 22, 23. The Father bath com- x") 
mitted all Judgment unto the Son; That all Men ſhould. bo- FP 
"Nour the Son, even as they bondur the Father. Tis not f | 
faid, that all MenTſhould honour the Son, becauſe he & 


A 


£quah.eo the Father; but beeauſe the Father hath com: 
/ 


Se, all Judgment to him; or bath ed: bini Juanes 25 
| ip 11. 9, 10, II, Wherefore GOD alſs bath bighly exal- | + 5+... 
him and SLE, Fm a' Name, which is above every Name: „ 

at at the Name of Jeſus every Knee ſhould bow — anf 

that every Tongue ſrould ffs that Jeſus Criſt is Lord, 


gow - 


[ 42 ] Ms 

to the Glory LED D, the Father, Here is no Account 
of a Worihip que to Chriſt, as he ts the RAPS G od, 
or of the ſame Subſtance with the Father. The Reaſon 
aſſign d 1s, Becauſe GOD exalted bim, and gave him a 
Name above every Name.” Rev, 1. 5, 6. Unto him, that 
_— ue, and waſh'd us from our Sins in his oun Blood, and 
bath made us Rinzs and Priefts unto GOD and his Father; 


to him be Glory and Dominion for ever and ever, Amen! The 
Reaſon of aſcribing this Glory to Chriſt, is not his 


that was flain to receive Potrer, and Riches, and Wiſdom 
and Strength, and Honour, and Glory, and Bleſing. Tis not 


| — with the Father; but becauſe he was 
the Lamb Slain. But the Lamb Slain is the unter, 
or the Man Chriſt Jeſus. "And" the” Worſhip Here Tf. 
cribed to him, is what is due to him as Mediator. This 


is confirm'd by St. Stephen's Prayer, AF. VII. 59. Land 


Lord, but was made ſuch by the Father, as the Apo 

teſtifies, AF. ii. 36. GO RN bath made that ſame Jeſus, 

whom ye have crucified, both Lord, and Chriſt, Whence it 
4: appears, that Lord fignifies The Mediator ; and ſo that St, 
% , Stephen worſhip'd him as Mediator. To the ſame pur- 
pole is that, P/al. xlv. 11. He is tÞy Lord [being made ſo] 
and worſhip thou bim, : 8 
{ Theſe Texts ſhew, That Chriſt is to be worſhip'd; 
Las N ee. And I advance, that he is to be wor- 

pd 0 


»ly as Mediator, becauſe the Scripture never 


ccount, or in any other Reſpect. If Dr. Waterland 
3. thinks, it does, he ought to have quoted the Place. In- 


« () by telling us poſitively, without proving, * That the 


- 
7 
;F 


i; + .* and Foundation of Honour, and Eſteem (and conle- 
teeny of Worſhip, the higheſt Expreſſion of both) 
ich ought always to bear Proportion to the intrifi- 

* fick Excellency of the Object: But his Offices, 


rela- 

| © tive.to us, are the mowng Reaſons, which orinciptty 
affect our Wills; and OT which we ſhould want 

8 1 e 1 


quality to the Father, but his Loving and VOL | 
Us, as Mediator. Again, Rev. v. 12. Worthy is the Lam 


ſaid, He is worthy to receive it, becauſe he is of the 


Ric us any Direction to worſhip him upon E. 
a 


\ OR * _, deed the Dr. thinks to overturn all that has been ſaid, 


7 7 Dignity of Chriſt's Perſon is really the Ground 


7 - [Es receive my Spirit, He prays to him, under the 
{ f. 2 « 1 haracter of Lord_Jeſus. But Jeſus was not J ce 


— 
: _ 


— 
f _ 


himſelf about human Affairs, but left Men intirely to 


Obligation laid on us to thank him. But if he di 


> [ 43 ] 5 
the ſtrongeſt Incitement to pay that Honour and 
* Worſhip, which the eſſential Excellency of his Perſon 
demands. Scripture has ſufficiently apprized us 
* of both, diſcovering at once both his ab[olute and relg- 
tive Dignity ; that ſo we being inſtructed, as well con- 
**cerning what He is in himſelf, as what He is in Reſ- 


$ _ to Us, might underfand what Honour” J ” 
+ belongs to him, and want no Motive to pay it accord- 


© ingly. ? In theſe Words, the"DoFor raiſes a Milt be- 


fore the Eyes of his Readers; and by ſaying ſomething 
that is true, ſeems to hope, that they would not obſerve 
the want of Argument to confirm his main Aſſertion. 4/7 

*Tis undoubtedly true, that the eſſential Dignity of Chriſt's | x 
Perſon is the Ground and Foundation of Honour and Eiteem: 

Since we ought to eſteem and honour every Ferlon in 7h 
gary to his Excellency. And if Honour and Efteem 5 3 


de called Worſhip, it is the Foundation of this ſort of | | 
Worſhip. But if we take Worſhip to fignify Prayer and 22 1 


Thankprving then the Doctor's Aſſertion js plainly falſe. 
— t : eſtential Dignity of Chriſt's 1 not the 

round on which his Title to Prayer and T . 1 
is immediately built. Yea, the 1 Dignity of the 
Father himſelf does not appear to be the only Founda- 
tion of our Duty to pray to, and thank him. I take 
the Truth to be play Mis z tho' God is a Being of. 
infinite Eſſential Perfections, and is to be ęſteem d a-. , 
ſuch : Jet no one would be obliged to Pray to him 4, | 
unleſs he exerciſed a Providence over the World. An hell. 


Epicurean, who imagin'd that Gov did not at all concern 

themſelves and to Chance, could not think it neceffary + * vt. 4 
to Pray to him for any Mercy. For, if Go p did not, 

and would not gi ve, he — have no Incouragement 


to afk, But ſince Go p does actually Govern the World 


by his Providence; we ſee a ſufficient Reaſon to Pray 
for his Blefſing and Diſpoſal of our Aﬀiirs. So that 7 
Gop did not govern the World, there would be no 


Foundation for Pray er: But fince he does, there is. N „ a | 


Tis much the ſame as to Thanksgiving. Since Goos 

created us, and gives us from time fo time, in his Pro- 

vidence, all the good things we have; we ſee a i in 
not 


exerciſe any Providence c Government over Us, we 


265 . \ ſhould 


bg 


[44] 
1 ſhould not think our ſelves bound to thank him for any 
I 1's R thing beſides the Creation. And, if we were form'd 
| /; by Chance (as the Zpicureans atheiitically ſaid) we ſhould 
[1 not ſee any Reaſon to thank him for any thing at all ; 
however great and many his own efſezt;a/ Perfections 
were. It is plain then, that G o D's Government of the 
World is the Foundation of this L Wcrſhi ; 
And I the rather ſay this; fince the Holy Gholt has 
my * the 1 Pſal. _ 2 Ts e 8 
Kindreds of the Nations ſhall Worſhip before thee, For the 
| 3 a he is _ 


Kingdom is the Lord's; an overnor among the 
| H Nations. 5 15 | 
A, , I fay the ſame of Chriſt: His Title to Prayer and 

Thanksgiving is founded on his Dominion ar Gdhvern: 
ment. If he was not impower'd to bellow Mercies on 
2 — ſee, why we ſhould Pray to, or thank him 
for them; whatever his efſential F nity might be, 
If he is almighty, yet - would not help me; Why 
ſhould I pray for his Aſſiſtance? If he is wiſe, yet 
would not employ his Wiſdom for my good; Why 
ſhould I aſk it, or, what ſhould I thank him for? In- 
e deed, I ought to adm̃ire, eſteem, and honour him for 
TIN bb ſuch Perfections: But I ſhould not be obliged to offer 
Y- „up Prayers and en to him. It appears then, that ' 
i brilt's Title to this Worſhip is founded upon the 
Authority he has over us. Tis true, his eſſentia! Excel- 

” 25 he is the Son of Go r, quality. him for uni- 
* wyerſal Dominion: But thoſe 1 without that 
Dominion, would not give him a right to this NM: 

b/, | * orthip, that is, Prayer ; which, taken in The large 

I denke, think, alone ought to be call'd Worſhip. 
If this be ſo, the Defor in vain endeavours to anſwer 
page Arguments for _—_ being worſhip'd only 2 
ediator, by making a Diſtinction between the Founda: 

Fe y 8 


ion, and the e Reaſons of Worſhip. For there ig. 
no Room for ſuch a Diſtinction, Chriſt's Daminioy 


over us is the Foundation of our Worſhipping him, or is 
that which gives him a Title And the very 
ſame. Dominion, actually exerciſed in doing us good, 


is the Narr Tto pray to, and thank him. 1 
All That the Dr. eu in the Paſſage juſt now 
ited, is unqueſtionably true, if he ſpeaks only of Ho- 


run, and ngt of Prayer, Byt if he would have bis 


” «oF; 
4 4 
1 | ry 
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Readers think, that 


/ 


48] 


the Scripture has inſtructed us con- 
cerning what Chriſt is 2 himſelf, in order to found his 
'Title to 


Worſhip merely upon that; I atk his Pardon 


for not believing it, till he quotes the Texts that aſ- 


ert it, I have cited Paſſiges, which prove, that Chriſt 


* 
* 


is to be worſhip'd as Mediator, and as receiving Au- 
thority from the Fither. And till ſome Texts are pro- 


uced to prove, that he has a Title to 


ri 
14 


Wo b. on the 

account barely of his eſſential Exceilencies, main- 
tain, that Chriſt is to be. worſhip'd only as Mediator. 
The Reader thay obſerve f ge Docs Book5That tho” 
he aſſerts the contrary, yet he does not attempt to prove 


jt. He ſays indeed, p. 275. * I found — Son's Title 
to Worſhip upon the Dignity of his Perſon ; his Crea- 


© tive Powers declared in 


ohn 1. and elſewhere; his 


being Oed; [God] from the beginning; and his pre- 
ſerving and upholding all things (according to Col. i. 16, 
1. and Hb. 1.) antecedently to his Mediatorial King- 


dom.“ 


Tis true, theſe Texts teach us, that 


hriſt is 


God, and that he created, preſerves, and upholds all 


things: But tis not ſaid in theſe Places (nor indeed, 
in any other) that therefore. Chriſt is to be 
And if the Scripture does not found his Title t 
on theſe Powers, neither ought the Dr. to have done it. 
III. I obſerve, that all the Worſhip, which is to be 
2 to Chriſt, muſt and docs Ted to the Glory of 


wor ſhip'd -- 


. 


O Worin! 


—— 


is Go n and Father. This is*expreſsly aſſerted by St. 


Paul, Philip. ii. 11. Every Tongue. ſhould confeſs, that Jeſus 
priſe fs Lord, to the Glory of Go p the Pg: | 4 
Word, Lorg, in this place, evidently fignifies the Meat. , 
ator : ; or it is uno, That < 


as given 
him by GO D. And, 70 confeſs. Chriſt to be 151 may 
or 


be applied to every way of expreſſing our 


him. That is, when we profeſs to believe, obey, or truſt = 
in him, we confeſs hereby, that he is our Lord, And 
to, or hau him, we thereby acknow-_ 
ledge hit be our Tr But St. Paul. ſays, that 
whatever way we confels him to be Lo! 


when we pra 


is Name w 


it muſt be 


ip of 


jo the Glory of 0D the Father, And indeed, 


it cannot be otherwiſ® Fort when we confeſs, that 


= 


Chriſt. is made Lord by the Father, (48. ii. 36.) 
We ſpeak — " of The Father, who 2 


2 . 


Lord ad 


lo in worſhiping him, we. 11 


—_— 


— 


: [ 46 ] | | 

ſhip the Father. This is evident from this Text. Dr, 
aterland thinks to overturn this by ſaying, p. 255. As 

| / | if it was any Queſtion betwixt us, — whether the 
$ // a) © Honcur of either did not redound to both.“ J anſwer, 
tho' we read, that we muff confeſs that Chriſt is Lord to 


the Glor be Father, yet we never read that we mu 
confeſs the Father to be God to the Glory 5 the Lord —— Þ 
nd, I believe, no other Reaſon can be aſſign d for this 
Difference, but that the Father is the «/rimate Object of 
Glory and Worſhip,whereas Chriſt is tobe worthip'd only 
as Mediztor The Texts which the Dr. cites to prove, that 
rb? Father glorifies the Son, are nothing to this Purpoſe. A 
Wa uperior may N or make glorious, his Inferior : But 
Honour give to the Superior, can never be ſuppoſed to 
duave a Reference to the Glory of the Inferior, as a higher 
end. A King may glorify an Ambaſſador: But Honour 
ven to that King — redound to the Glory of 
the Ambaſſador; rho' all Honour done to the Ainbafſi- 
dor, as ſuch, redounds to the Glory of his Sovereign, 
Thus Chriſt, who was made Lord, by the Father, is 
inferior to the Father: And ſo Worthipping the Father, 
does not redound to the Glory of the Son: Tho” the 
Honouring ot the Son will redound to the Glory of the 


{ Beſides this general Account, I ſhall ſhew. how each 

particular Inftance of what is call'd, Worſhipping of 
briſt, redounds to the Glory of Goo the FR ES 

Bellie ung on Chriſt, is reckon'd one part of Worſhip 


gue to him. But our Faith muſt not Auna On 
hriſt, but on the Father. So has our Lord aflured us, 
1. Joby, x11. 44. He that belie veth on me, believeth not on me, 
but on him that ſent me: that is, He does not ſo_ much 
believe on me, as on the Father; or, his Faith does not 
terminate on me, but on the Father. He that believes, 
F - TitJelus is the Chriſt, or Anointed of Gon, does ne- 
- ceſſarily believe, that GO anointed him. And he 
'F, that truſts in Chriſt, who is {ent from G op ; does ne- 
in Gon who ſent him; 2 Cor. 


| / 3 ceſſurily Huſt chiefly*1 


3 * = * - * + OI * 


i. 4. It is to the Glory of Gop to believe in Chriſt : 
Becauſe by WE r bn e b. e which 

GOD gave of bis Son, and ſo give him t. 

Tuch. T. John v. 9, 16. Rriff, b 
e Father, that ſens him. Matth. x, 40. And our Lord 

Th Comm OT nn” add, _ 


al 
4dds, Mark, ix. 37, J hoſoe ver ſhall receive me, recerveth 
not me, but him that ut. me: That is, He doth not 


2 receive me, my Father; or, his receiving 


me, and thereby giving me Glory, does not glorify 
4, me ene alone; but this ee to the Glory of ch the Fa- 
« ther, who - nt me: "Even as he who receives an Am- 


 baflador, « honours the Sovereign, who ſent him. 
Our Faith in a riſen Savior redounds Ultimately to the J- 
Honour of G OD the Father, who raiſed Pim from the Dead. 

Gal. i. 1. Rom. X. 9. Thus has Bt. Peter taught us, Tr 


Pet. i. 21, By him [Chriſt] you - —_— in Go p, that 


raiſed d bim up * the Dead, and gab im Glory, —_— 
aith and Hope might be in 80 5. r Faith and b 
1 


muſt not terminate on him, that was raiſed, but on 
Father who ral ; nor mult it terminate on him 
that received the Glory, but on Go p, who gave it, Thus 
our receiving, believing, truſt, and hope In Chrift 
dound to the Glory of Go the F ather, as the Ulfimate 


*Object of them. And anſwerably, all the Diſhonour | 


that is done to Chriſt, redounds to the Diſhonour of 


Gon; as our Savior ties, Take x. 16. He that deſpi- 
ſeth me, 41 piſeth him that (ent me. 
Again, 

gotten Gon. of the Father, — 75 oe ION wy 
here; but it terminates on the Father that bęgat im, 
and whoſe Im mage e Chr 42. He that lore "Bk for 
becoming the lotion fag our Sins,cannot but chiet- 
. love Go p, who loved us, and Et his Son to bethe 
| ropitiation, 1 John iv. 10. 
_ Swearing is an Act of Worſhip, But he that Shs 

eth by Chriſt, does herein Swear by Go p the Father. 
For as our Savior ſaid, Matth. xxiii. 2 I hoſo ſball — 
by the Temple, .. weareth by it, and by bim that dwelleth 
therein: So, I believe I may argue, he that ſweareth by 


e that loveth Chr: the lage and ,only be- = 


8 


Chriſt, ſweareth by Gov. who dwelleth in him, Johs | 


xiv. 10. and hs Is the F Chriſt. 1. Cor, Xi. 3. 
ultima 


And ſo Swearing by Chri 
the Honour of G ov, the Fathe : 
the Temple (if it were Jaw 
That is to ſay, our ap 


the Truth of what we ſpeak, the E 
Gov, the Father, wh ook, — 515 Kno 


we learn, Ja vil, > 28, 1 ſpeak thoſe li Ok 1 


would have done. 


= 


bave 


8 to CPI as a Witneſs t + 


„ — 


—— 


— : —— AA A —P —— —— —üä— 
1 * . 
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„ 
bis heard of him. — 1 do nothing of my ſelf: Bat as 
my Father taught me, I ſpeak. theſe things, Rev. i, x, The 

/ Revelation of Jeſus Chriſt, which G o gave unto him. And 
| 3 Appealing _ — 3 Avenger of Fal ſhood, 

Ces re gung to the Glory of the Father, who gave him 

7 | all Power in Heaven and in Garth, Matth. xxviii. 1 V. ; 
4%, 5, Prayer is another Kind of Worſhip, He that pray- 
eth to the Father Abr the Mediation of Chriſt, 'evi- 


dently makes the Father the Ultimate Object of this 
Worſhip: And this apparently redounds to the Glory 


Hh. of Go p the Father. And when we pray direQly to 
4 1,40 Chriſt, we are to confider him only as Medi or; recely- 
Wb ing from the Father an Univerſal Authority, and 2 
Power to bleſs us, and a Title to ſuch Worſhip. And 
/ ſo all the Prayers and Praiſes which we offer to Chriſt 
will terminate on the Father, and redound to his Glory. 
We Ty Thank and pray to Chit as the immediate 
| Giver, and as one impower'd by the Father to Bleſs us: 
But this will gaben ro the Glory of the Father, who 
| did impower him, and to whom therefore we are chief 
{ obliged.” And he that prays to the ty in Obe- 
— to G 90 f. Command, does by that Obedience 
| Glority and Worſhip Go p. N en ö 
4 | Obedience and Service is reckon'd another Part of Wor- 
3 4 ſhip. But our Obedience to Chriſt, is alſo Obedience 
F< to Gov, and ſo redounds to his Glory. When we 


obey Chriſt, whom Go D has ſet over us, we chiefly | 
os obey Gov who Alted. bim. Tor e Conf. | 
which Chriſt has given us, are originally the Commands _ 
pf the Father, which Chriſt 2 Tien him. Thus 
dur Lord teſtifies, John xii. 49, 50. J have not ſpoken 
of hy ſelf: But the Father which 72 — me, he gave me 4 
£Commandment, har I fgould ſay, and what I ſhoul ſpeak, 


4 


And 1 hnow, that his Commandment is Lift Everlaſting : 


= Whatſoever I peak therefore, even azthe Father tug unto 
Is me, ſo I freak, The Commands of the Goſpel are 
"= * urulx and Orizinally the Father's: And ſo whoever keeps 
. + them, doth xeally obey the Father. However, ſince 
eas the ee 1mpower'd to publiſh theſe Commands 

: to us, and to rule us according to them, Men may be 
lud. to obey him. All our Obedience to Chriſt is 

BEAD | fr Obedience to the F ather uon two Accounts : (1) Becauſe ; 
| Chriſt's Commands are not originally his own, but the 

| RS: Father's- 


* 
@ : 


i 


7 


r 
Father's. (a.) Becauſe one 1 that the Fathef A * 
has given us, is, to obey Chriſt in all things. AF. iii. 
22. So that in obeying Chriſt, we obey this particu» 0 
lar Hennen of Oe. And thus our Obedience to | 
Chri timately redounds to the Glory of the Father; 
Thus, in Tſraelite's Obedience to Moſes was indeed chiet- | 
ly Obedience to Goo, from whom Moſes received his | 
Tis, and who required the People to obey him. 1 
Upon the whole then, take Wor/dip to ſignify Fairb, — 
Love, Prayer, Obedience, or whatever elſe it can denote 
and it will be found, that in worſhipping Chriſt, ve 
do, and cannot but worſhip the Father. The Sum 
of what I have ſaid is this; we worſhip the Father, 


as the Supreme Go b, from whom, as the Qriginal, or 

in, are things: We worſhip the Son, 1 
Led o, by, or thro' whom all _— come to us from 
the Father. In worſhipping Chriſt, in this Refpe 2 


we chiefly worſhip the Father; both becauſe the F 
ther made him Lord, and gave him his Authority; and 
alſo becauſe we herein _ober the een who has Nen - 
manded us to worſhip Chriſt. And ſo all the Worſhip, 
that. we 1 to Chriſt, ultimately redounds to the 
ny of the Supreme Co B, n FR and his 
Gov. | VT 
This Account; which the Holy Scriptutes give us 
of Religious Worſhip,is very plain and eaſy to be undet - 
ſtood, And ' tis not difficult to ſee through the Objections, 
that Dr. Vaterland raiſes againſt it; f have no Occa- 
Yion to defend the Diſtinction of Supreme and Subordinate *, 
Worſhip: ſince I have not afferted it. Tho' if no, 
more be meant by it than the Worſhip due to the / 
Supreme Go dp, and Worſhip due to the . who 
18 S0befdinate to God, I think it is eaſy to be de-; C in 

fended. But to prevent needleſs Diſputes, I have cho- le 

— — 2 this way of Speaking, and to uſe plainer Hf , ; 

ngliſh, 1 | 

There is but one Objection in the Dofor's Diſcourſe 6 "Cai 

on this Head of Worſhip, which has any appearance of WW r 
Weight in It, and that is, That all Religious Worſhip * e 
_* 18 in Scripture} appropriated to Go p only. If 4 4 | 
the Doctor means, that all Religious W orſtiip muſt rae: hare £ 2 2 


get in Go p only, or DDs i ag alone to his 
Tlory ; it is undoubte y * ut nothing againſt us, 


- 


9 4 
fff 


Ou fo7- 
7 2 
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For 1 have aſſerted and proved the ſame. And our 
worſhipping of Chriſt is not at all inconſiſtent with 
this, provided our Worſhip of him does not terminate 


upon him, but is In the Glory of the Father 
— the ultimate Object of it. But if A hereby means 
that wE mult not offer to a other Being, beſides the 


one Supreme Go p, even ſuch Religious Worſhip as 
the Glory of Go p; this is Fairs 

y falle. For Chriſt. is to be worſhip'd as Mediates 
as I have prov'd: Yet ſurely as Medigter, he is Subor- 
dinate to G oo; and conſequently not the Ultimate Ob- 
jet of Worſhip: But our Worſhip muſt pats thro” him 
to the Father. If there is Worſhip. due to Chriſt upon 
the Account of his being G op Saul. to the Father 
(which has not been proved) yet tis plain, that there 
is a Worſhip due to him conſider'd as Mediator, diſ- 
_—_ t E He oy a * to — founded 
on his Exaltation, and on the Father's Gift, which 
therefore cannot belong to him, as Su Feme Gov, 
bur as he is the Mediator, 'This WorſhTp, our Adverſa- 
ries own, muſt terminate on the Father. And then they, 
as well as we, muſtacknowledge that we may offer to ano- 
ther Being, beſides the one ſuprems, God, ſuch Religious 
Worſhip as redounds to the Flor of God. EL on mg 
But. I proceed with the Objection. The learned 
Dr. to ſtrengthen it, quotes our Lord's Words, Matth. 
iv. 10. Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy G OD, and him only 
halt thou ſerve. p. 230. It will help us to fix the mean- 
ing of this Command, if we confider parallel Expreſſions 
that are met with in the Scriptures, For it is natural to 
ſuppoſe that all like * * muſt be interpreted 
mn the ſame Manner. And then we fhall ſee how little 
Advantage this yields his Cauſe. 4% ; 
I be difficulty arifing from theſe Words, the Docfor 
thus expreſſes, p. 331. © The Father is worſbip'd and the 
- ,.-* Son is worſhip'd, and yer we find no Foundation for 
aſſerting tuo Objects of Worſhip, or two Morſbips. But 
; _ _—-1t appears, from what I have already 8 that the 
difficulty ought to be expreſs'd thus, The Father only. 
= / is to be wor/hip'd: Him only ſhalt thou ſerve. And yet 
1 the Son is to be worſhip'd. How ſhall we reconcile 


2 7. this ſeemin Contradiction? Dr. Vaterland does it by 
'* + ſuppoſing, that the Father and the Son are one ago 1 | 


1 
which yet the —— never does. It directs us to ſolve 


the difficulty another way, as appears from the manner 
of ſolving all difficulties of the like Nature. 


I. It is ſaid in the Text before us, Him only foalt 


Thon ſerve, Yet we read, Heb, xiii. 10. That rhe Prieſts 
ſerve the Tabernacle, How would Dr. Vaterland recon- 
cile theſe Texts? Surely not by ſuppoſing, that the 
Tabernacle was the Supreme Go p; but by ſaying} that 


17 


the Prieſts, in ſerving the Tabernacle, did ſerve & OD, 


who required them to ſerve it. And then would their 
Service of the Tabernacle have been inconſiſtent with 
ſerving Go B only, if their Service had terminated on 
the rails or had not been commanded by Go p? 
in either of which Caſes, they could not have been ſaid 
ro ſerve Gor. | | - 

II. It is commanded, 1. Sam. vii. 3. Prepare your 
Hearts unto the Lord, and ſerve him only. And yet GoD 
expreſly commands, ſaying, Exod. xxi. 6. His Maſter ſpall 
bore bis Ear thro" with an Awl ; and be fall ſerve him 
[his Maſter] for ever. But if a Man were to ſerve Go 
alone; it may be aſk'd, How.could he then be allow'd 
to ſerve his Maſter? Tho' in a parallel Ciſe the Doctor 


would infer, that two ſuch Perſons are the ſame 


Being, yet he will not admit ſuch a Concluſion in this. 
He will not hence infer, that the Maſter here menrion'd 
is the Supreme Gop. He will agree with me in re- 


* 


Ps 


2 | * 


conciling it thus: The Servant might ſerve his Maſter, 


when he could at the ſame time, and in the ſame In- 
ſtance, ſerve Go p. His being forbidden to ſerve an 
beſides Go p, implies theſe two things; (1) That h 
ſhould not ſet up any other Perſon as a Supreme and 
Ultimate Object of Service: And (2) TRT be 

Dot ſerve his Maſter in any thing, but what God alſo 
has required of him., He that ſerves Mammon, breaks 


the Command of ſerving Go only; fince herein he 


does not ſerve Go p. For Gov has forbidden the Ser- 


vice of Mammon. Whereas, when a Servant is temperats Op 
for inſtance) in Obedience to his Maſter, he therein = 


erves Gov in two Reſpects; both as G0 D has re- 


uir'd Temperance, and as he has alſo requir'd ſuch 
Ris Maſter 


Obedience to a Maſter, But he that ſerves his 
in any thing Sinful, does not therein ſerve Go p at 


all; but ſets up his Maſter in the Read of Go p, and 
nes G3": | 


ſo, 


ould g- 


KS 


755 ; 7 


1 


. I am ſure, does not ſerve G o pony. The ſame 
thing may beexpreſs'd thus: We muſt ſerve GOD only; 


8 8 
5 „ . . . : 7 
V. 7 * that is, we muſt ſerve no one in S Oppoſition. to Goo, 


When a Mifter commands what Go p has forbidden, a 
Servant muſt refuſe to obey ; becauſe he is obliged 30 ſer ve 
GOD only. But while a Maſter requires no more than 
what GO p has. Achim to require, the Servant, 
in Obeying, will ſerve no onè In Oppeſition to G ov, but will 
ſerve G o D only. T'hus St. Paul determines, when he ſays 
Coloſs. iii. 22, 24. Servants obey in all things your Maſter — 
ye Serve the Lord Chriſt: That is, in ſerving them _ 
„ cord! is C ng, and while they require the 
„ame 2 1e doeg ye do truly and chiefly ſerve him. 
III. David ſays, N. li. 4. Againſt thee [( Go p, I thee 
only have I ſinned. And yet no one queſtions, but 
that he ſinned againſt Uriah alſo: Even as well as 
Saul is ſaid to Sin againſt bis Servant, againſt David, 2 
Sam. xix, 4. To reconcile theſe things, we are obliged 
to ſay, that David means, he ſinned againſt Go» 

chiefly ; and that if what he did, had not been a Sin 
againft Gov's Law, it would have been no Sin at all, 
The Interpretation of theſe Commands directs us 

how to underſtand this before us, of wor/pipping GOD. 

4 1. only. It muſt be underſtood to require us to make 


Go p alone the_L!timare Object of gur Worſhip, or to fer- 
22e Worſhip upon himſelf: It forbids us to wor- 
hip others, any farther than he has commanded us 

do it, and any farther than our worſhipping of 


4 S 4 is really a worſhipping of him, and redoungs, to 
of 774 his Glory. Thus we 3 Au it, anfwerably to 
1 I pits the obvious meaning of all other like Commands ex- 
4 Preſs'd in the ſame manner. And let the Reader try, 
| if he can deviſe a Reaſon, why this Precept ſhould be 
| „ interpreted one way, and the parallel ones another. 
. If we muſt in no ſenſe whatever worſhip any but Goo; 
; why ſhould it not be ſaid alſo, that we muſt not, in any 
ſenſe whatever, ſcrve any but GOD? Or, on the other 
hand, if To ſerve God only ſigni fies, To termingte all our 
S.rvice | upon bim; Why muſt not this Phraſe of wor- 
ſapping G OD only, denote that al! Worſhjp muſt term: 


ate on him? 5 
A Beſides what I have already urged to prove that 


- * By Interpretation of the Command before us is juſt, 
4; Gs. | „ YI, 


* 


— _ = \ 
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viz. becauſe we thus interpret all Command; expreſs'd in the 


like manner; I add, that our Adverſaries Scheme, as wel“ 


it. It is agreed, that the Mediator, as ſuch, is not the 
Supreme GOD: And that yet he is to be worſhip'd. 
ollows then, that the Worſhip of the Mediator 18 
conſiſtent with the Command of worſhipping 'G O D only. 
But it could not be ſo, unleſs it be interpreted this way. 
And if this Command muſt thus be interpreted, we 
eaſily ſee the Propriety of our Lord's urging it "_ 
Satan, when he deſired to be worſhip'd; and the 
Weakneſs of the Doctor's Objection taken from thence. 


The Doffor's Words are p- 230. This was ſaid in : 


© Anſwer to Satan, who did not pretend to be Suprz 


© nor deſire to be acknowledged as ſuch (See Luke iv. 


$ 6.) All he requir'd was, that a ſolemn outward Act of 
# Adoration and Worſhip ſhould be paid him. And 
© the Reaſon given for refuſing it, is not that he was 4 
# bad Spirit, an Enemy to Gov, or that Gov had not 
* commanded, that he ſhould be worſhip'd ; but the 
# Reaſon is general, that none are to be worſhip'd but 
Go only.“ I anſwer, tho' Satan did not pretend to 
be Supreme, nor deſire to be acknowledged as ſuch ; 
yet he : efred to be acknowledged and worſhip'd 


the World. For, ſays he, that is deliver'd unto 
and to whomſoever I will, I give it. But this was a 
- as appears, not only from his being % 

irig; but alſo, becauſe at that time it was delive 
to no one at all. Unto the Angels hath not GOD put the 


1 
al 


one _— Authority deliver'd him from G on: ove, 


as our's, neceſſarily requires the ſame Interpretation of 4 » 
5 L 


1 * 
* 1 6 


— & | 
22 


World to come in Subjection, Heb, ii. 5. And Jeſus was, at 


that time, made lower than the Angels, v. 9. And ſince 
this was a falſe Pretence, whoſoever had worſhip'd 
Satan, as having ſuch an Authority, waul! have tranſ- 
2 the Command of worſhipping GO D alone. For 


uch a one would not herein have worſhip'd GOD at 


all; ſince Go p had not i this Authority to 
Satan. And the PRO which Satan defired, would 
l 


not haye redounded at a 

would have een Satan: So that it would have 
been © evidently inconfiitent with the Precept, even as I 
have explain'd it. And upon the ſame Account, the 


Worſhip af all falſe Gop's and Idols is contrary 
þ 1 Sr * 4 — ——_— 


Fo 


to the Honour of Go p, bat 


Opie 
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to this Command ; even becauſe the worſhippingof them 
could not poſſibly be a worſhipping of Go p, or e. 


dound ultimately to his Glory. But the worſhipping 
| or the Mediator is not Contrary to this Command ; 


| 
4 
! 

4H 


f 


ather gave him his Authority over us, and 


; 4, fince the 
il alſo_commanded us to worſhip him; and fo all our 


4 
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| Worſhip of the Mediator is really worſhipping of 
| 7 ' Gov, and terminates in him as the pltimate Object of 
\ Worſhip. ET.” | TH IT 
„ 7 Hence it appears, that we do not make tuo Objects 
5 of Worſhip. Two Objects of Worſhip, ſigniſies two ultimatę 
1 Objects of Worſhip, on whom it — minates: Even as, 
1 | Tuo Ovjetts of Service, or Love, fignifies two'ultimate Ob- 
8 | jects, me whom _ 9 Love , _ 1 
| tis obvious at firſt fight, that we are not guilty of 
_— this; ſince we ks Father, the ulti 3 Ob- 
| ject of all Worſhip, and give no Worſhip to the Son 
| 1 * t what redounds to the Glory of the Father. 
4 2 | They make two Objects of Worſhip, who Worſhip 
4 


two Supreme, equal Perſons; and ſuppoſe not that the 
worſhipping of one of them does terminate on the 
other. They, who worſhip the Son as Supreme GOD, 
make him another altimate Object of Wake ontrar 3 
to the Command. I wiſh this were more confider 
by ſuch as condemn us. For they would ſoon ſee Rea- 
8 to cenſure their own, rather than our Practice. 


* 
| 

I 
= 
* 


1 hope I have made it appear, that there is no 
eight in theſe common Objections, againſt our Scheme 
taken from the Unity and Worſhip of Gov. And, if 

I am not miſtaken, Dr. Waterland himſelf has in one 
Paſſage given up both Points to us. He grants, p. 260, 
* 'Tho*' Chriſt be God and Creator, yet the Father is ſo 


8 eee, and eminently, as Father and firſt Perſon: And 
A * theretore the diffinct Worſhip of the Son, conſider d 
(| | © as a Son, redoungds to the Father as the Head, and 

| © Fountain of all. Hence it is, that as the Father is Eri. 

| © marily and eminently Go p, Creator, and Object o | 
8 Herſkip; To allo all Worſhip is primarily and em1- 
Nanu Father's.” I cannot ſeeany meaning in theſe 


ords,unleſs the DoFor maintains, that the Father alone 


is the Supreme Gos, and ultimate Object of Worſhip; 

and Fong: — Son is God in Tower Senle, and to be wor- 

ſhip'd onlyas Mediator, For if the Father be primarily Goo, 
Pd only aS a e premarily Kc 


— 
a. 


D 
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&c, He muſt 5 the Son to be /econdariſy Gor, ſeconda- 

rily Creator, and ſecondarily an Object of Worſhip. And if 

the Father be emixently Go p, &c. then the Son muſt 

be ſo, not eminently, but ſubordinately, that is, he muſt 

be, upon the Tons, s Principles, Go o in a ſubordi- \ 
nate, or lower ſenſe of the Word: That is, that the 4 
Father alone is the Supreme G oo, and the Obje& of 
Worſhip, and the Son is God in a lower Senſe, and to 
be worſhip'd only as Mediator ; which is the very = 
thing that I undertook to demonitrate, - 3 1 


- o- 


FINES 


for Rom. 1. 10. read Mio. p. 38. I. 2. for mainain, rel} waintain. p. 40. 
I. 36. for Scripture, Acc), read Seripture-Account. = W 
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: I. The Hiſtory of New-England, Containing an im- 
artial Account of the Civil and Eceleſiaſtical Affairs of 
the Country to tlie Year of our Lord 100. To which 
is added, the Preſent State of New-England. With a new 
and accurate Map of the Country; and an Appendix, 
containing their preſent Charter, their Eccleſiaſtical Diſ- 
_ cipline, and their Municipal Laws. By the Reverend Mr. 

ANIEL NEAL, In two Volumes, Svo. Price * 
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II. The Church, and Diſſentere compared, as to Pers F 
ſecution. In ſome Remarks on Dr, Walker's Attempt to 
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recover the Names and Sufferings of the Clergy that 
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ſelves and their Doctrines, conſider d; in a Sermon 
pPreach'd at Frome, in the County of N N at the Ordi- 
nation of Mr. Thomas Morgan. By the | 
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Faith, and-Mr. Bowder's Exhortation at the Cloſe. The 


Third Edition, Price rs, 
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